
Tesoro Savage CBR p~rket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30351 ~UT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Claire
Laurelton <dlaurelton@gorge.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 2:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local.community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95%a of the time.
I've lived here for 25 years. The air is worse every year. I have asthma and that likewise is worsening every year. We

don't want added pollution here.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including
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wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.

- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Claire Laurelton

PO Box 777
Hood River, OR 97031-0025
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Docket EF-131590
Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment ~UT~~
#30352

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of David

Nichols <davemult@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 2:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting processor under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.

504



- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the E15 address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. David Nichols

5107 NE Couch St

Portland, OR 97213-3021

(503) 234-9764
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Tesoro Savage CBR ' ~ i, ̀-~

Scoping Comment

#30353 ~ ~UTC~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Leland Blanchard
<leegblanchard@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 2:45 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental im-pacts of a .large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.
Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Leland Blanchard

1455 N Killingswrt St Apt 418

Portland, OR 97217-4584

(503) 224-4318
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Tesoro Savage CBR pUt_:~~;t [F-~ 31590

Scoping Comment ;UT~~
#30354

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Carol Baumann
<carolandmini@spiretech.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 2:45 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's. proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

.are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased. risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Carol Baumann

2265 Timothy Dr NW

Salem, OR 97304-1029

(503) 378-7332
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Tesoro Savage CBR ~ } ~-~ ~ ., rC~

scoping comment (UTC) ~~~'~`'` 
-r-1.. : ~•_-~

#30355

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Patricia

Meeks <pmeeks@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:.

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents.- The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Patricia Meeks

PO Box 1978

White Salmon, WA 98672-1978
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment ~uT~)

#30356

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Tracy Hill

<racyejones@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:09. PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Tracy Hill
8702 NE 28th Way
Vancouver, WA 98662-7596
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment

#30357 ~T~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Peter von

Christierson <pvonc@olypen.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

Several questions need to be asked. First, how much of the oil is planned for export and how much for use in the Pacific

Coast states?

What will the impacts on traffic be across eastern Washington State, highway 82, 84, 97, 35, 205, 5, The Dalles,

Troutdale, Gresham, and Portland? What will be the cost of maintaining a reasonable level emergency team to handle

spills in the river and on land in both Washington and Oregon?

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the. region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95%a of the time.
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- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands,. fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.

- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Peter von Christierson

1229 - 29th5t.

Port Townsend, WA 98368
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Tesoro Savage CBR DOCket ~F-131 X90

Scoping Comment ;uT~)
#30358

Fromc Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Jennifer

Patterson <jenniferpatterson02@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its:impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Jennifer Patterson

14915 NE 31st St
Vancouver, WA 98682-8353
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30359 UTC)

Dvck~t CF-`I3159C)

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of John

Nettleton <jpn5710@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

.Sincerely,

Mr. John Nettleton

4311 SE 37th Ave Apt 21

Portland, OR 97202-3265
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of John

Nettleton <jpn5710@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil. terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. John Nettleton

4311 SE 37th Ave Apt 21

Portland, OR 97202-3265
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Scoping Comment
#30361

From:.

JTC)
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Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Ray Rosman

<ray.rossman@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result. in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3)-The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Ray Rossman

4518 Colby Ave

Everett, WA 98203-2923

(425) 259-6852
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Tesoro Savage CBR

scoping comment Docket EF-131590
#30362 UT~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Stephanie Belanger

<sfbelanger@frontier.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Stephanie Belanger

2504 Crescent St
Ferndale, WA 98248-9684

(360) 312-8592
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30363

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC)
~ockvt ~F_°~ ? ~ ~~~

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Sandra Hoeser <sandra0227

@centurylink.net>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:15 PM
EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal, l

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Sandra Hoeser

6219th St S Apt 205

La Crosse, WI 54601-4528

782-5991
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30364

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)
Docket EF-131 X90

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Robert Day <robday1927

@gmail.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:15 PM

EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Dr. Robert Day
10231 Radford Ave NW

Seattle, WA 98177-5439
(206)783-7579
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30365

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

JTC)

C,oc}rui fit+-'131 ~~U

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Aletta Kraan
<alettakraan@hotmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:15 PM

EFSEC(UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the. Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Aletta Kraan

208 Sutherland Street N

Stayner, OR 25740

538



Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment (uT~)
#30366

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Patrick

Story <p.story@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area.. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting processor under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that. coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas,.such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Patrick Story

4619 SE 44th Ave

Portland, OR 97206-4107

(503) 788-5347
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment uT~~
#30367

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Jean Teach

<jteach@webtv.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Jean Teach

3708 E Evergreen Blvd

Vancouver, WA 98661-5417

(360) 694-9753
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Scoping Comment
#30368 UT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Alice

Shapiro <aliceshapiro2@gmaiLcom>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas; like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

-Who will be responsible for clean up in the event of an accident?

This must be included, I believe, in the scope of review.

-A requirement of a bond from the company to cover potential clean up costs.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Alice Shapiro

7426 SE 21st Ave
Portland, OR 97202-6224
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30369 UTC)

po~n~t Er-131530

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of LYNDA

CUNNINGHAM <lyndeee@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia. River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal; including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S..

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. LYNDA CUNNINGHAM

VANCOUVER, WA 98661
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Docket EF-131590Scoping Comment

#30370 VT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Derek

Gendvil <dgendvil@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including.them into the official record.

Sincerely,
Derek Gendvil

Las Vegas, NV

Sincerely,

Mr. Derek Gendvil

9030 W Sahara Ave # 360

Las Vegas, NV 89117-5744
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Docket EF-131590
Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30371 ~UT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Joanne

Fitzwilson <jfitzwilson@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.

551



- Likelihood of accidents. Current. coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In .conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Joanne Fitzwilson

700 Washington St

Apt 823
Vancouver, WA 98660-3350
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment JT~~
#30372

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Cynthia

Enlow <hienlow@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs. and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting processor under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as~the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Cynthia Enlow
1460 NW Ashley Dr
Albany, OR 97321-1176
(541) 738-0782
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30373

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

'UTC)

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Daniel Abbott <danielabbott02

@gmail.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:45 PM

EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Daniel Abbott

2209 Colby Ave

Apt 4

Everett, WA 98201-2856

(425) 737-6422
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30374

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

'UTC)

.~ _ _'.. ~i .~ i ~ J S~

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Manuela F <manyl3
@netzero.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:45 PM
EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Manuela F

5716 Ridge Ct
Springfield, OR 97478-4920
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30375

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

;UTC)
Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Stephanie Baez

<famille.baez@hotmail.fr>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:45 PM

EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Stephanie Baez

quartier les anglais desgrottes

Sainte Anne, OR 97227

596761551
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30376

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)
Docket ~i=-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Suzanne Spadoni

<sspadoni@gmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 3:45 PM

EFSEC(UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil. each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Suzanne Spadoni

7627 84th Avenue Ct NW

Gig Harbor, WA 98335-6237
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Docket EF-131590Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment ;uT~)
#30377

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Linda

Murtfeldt <lindamurt@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17; 2013 4:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

.Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.



- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Linda Murtfeldt

10015 Vinton Ct NW

Seattle, WA 98177-5447



Tesoro Savage CBR ~ - --

Scoping Comment

#30378 UT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Ron

Martin <rwmartin@mtu.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project?-There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95%a of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.



- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Dr. Ron Martin

1401 Cross Creek Ln

Hood River, OR 97031-1370
(541)234-4528



Tesoro Savage CBR ' %' `;,~~;± ter-13159
Scoping Comment VT~~
#30379

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Billie

WaTKINS <billiewatkins@juno.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.



- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and' recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Billie WaTKINS

300 W 8th St Unit 236
Vancouver, WA 98660-3465



Tesoro Savage CBR 
Qoch~t EF-137590Scoping Comment

#30380 ~TC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of evan

neptune <neptune1948@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:09 PM

To: EFSEC(UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Corge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-.Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.



- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.,

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. evan neptune
14005 SE 38th St
Vancouver, WA 98683-3908



Tesoro Savage CBR

ScopingComment C~'~'~~~~ ~F-131~gp
#30381 ,UTC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Marney
Mathison <marneymathison@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:09 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses: The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Marney Mathison

2907 Drummond Ave
Vancouver, WA 98661-5037

li



Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30382

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)
Docket EF-131591

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org.> on behalf of Janet Norem
<jmnorem@comcast.net>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:15 PM

EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.
Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Janet Norem

5121 NE 184th St

Lake Forest Park, WA 98155-4365

(206) 440-9473
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30383

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

JTC)

Docket ~r=-131 ~~Q

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Patricia Bugas-Schramm
<rpschramm@msn.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:15 PM
EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of-oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.
Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Patricia Bugas-Schramm

3024 NE Bryce St

Portland, OR 97212-1718

(503) 288-8912
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30384

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)
Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Paul Seeman
<pcseeman@gmail.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:15 PM
EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.
Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Paul Seeman

190 SW Edgeway Dr Apt 176

Beaverton, OR 97006-3974
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment ~uT~)
#30385

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Joan Amero
<zoepdx@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Joan Amero

4990 SW Landing Dr Apt 203

Portland, OR 97239-5979

(503) 490-9360
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Tesoro savage CBR ~OCk~t EF-131590

Scoping Comment

#30386 UT~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Richard Schramm

<rpschramm@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:.

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town..

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Richard Schramm

3024 NE Bryce St
Portland, OR 97212-1718

(503) 288-8912
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30387 ~T~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Dani Maron-Oliver
<monkeysrmonkeys@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:15 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger ofthe-same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Dani Maron-Oliver

75 Blue Heron Dr

Longview, WA 98632-9280
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Tesoro savage caR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30388 )~'~~

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Kenneth Crandall
<old_grayfox@comcast.net>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:15 PM
EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site
Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal
to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.
The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.
Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in
Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks
are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.
Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and
other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,
respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Kenneth Crandall

2712 107th Ave NE

Bellevue, WA 98004-2034

(425) 822-8332
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Tesoro Savage CBR pocket EF-131590
Scoping Comment

#30389 JTC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Ann

Watters <twofivestars@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:39 PM

To: EFSEC(UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What.a're the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihpod of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms._Ann Watters

1940 Breyman St NE

Salem, OR 97301-4352
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Tesoro Savage CBR p~~k~~ EF-131590
Scoping Comment

#30390 UTC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Michael

Swett <mswett@earthlink.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting processor under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time. I am also concerned about the health and safety of local residents in light of the known hazards of

transporting crude oil, particularly the volume of oil anticipated for this terminal.

-Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed. I think the coal terminal is mutating into an oil terminal, and I don't like it.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,
Michael Swett
4019 N. Overlook Terrace

Portland, Oregon 97227

Sincerely,

Mr. Michael Swett
4019 N Overlook Ter

Portland, OR 97227-1054

(503) 335-3268
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Tesoro Savage CBR DOCk2t EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30391 ~UT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of David
Lockman <dlock2k@gmaiLcom>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. l have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping
the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.
Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and
resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the
impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge
and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. David Lockman
15112 NE 34th St
Vancouver, WA 98682-8315
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Tesoro Savage CBR C~ocket EF-13~ 59Q
Scoping Comment
#30392 ~TC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Holly Bard
<hollybard@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Holly Bard
PO Box 1010
Vancouver, WA 98666-1010
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment (uT~)
#30393

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Gail
Accuardi <gaccuardi@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

This is a disaster waiting to happen. It enriches a few and destroys the many. How ould you even think of doing this????

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy. needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites: These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.

- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail. cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.
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Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural. and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Ms. Gail Accuardi

2331 SW 5th Ave
Portland, OR 97201-6303

(503) 680-9000
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Tesoro Savage CBR €`fir? r(̂~?t dik=e.R?~,~~17
Scoping Comment y"
#30394 IUT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia -Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Lewis
Sternberg <tmp@star-mountain.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:39 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the
construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include
providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in
Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,
would result. in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative
waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are
in the permitting processor under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable
alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge
also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront
development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with
waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia
River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

- Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up
to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail
and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including
wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included
in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Lewis Sternberg

8005 NW Hawkins Blvd
Portland, OR 97229-9141

(503) 464-0333
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30395

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

(UTC)
Docket EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of K Alexandra
<kalexandra@comcast.net>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:46 PM
EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train=related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. K Alexandra

4311 Ginnett Rd

Anacortes, WA 98221-8581

(360) 293-8606

44



Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30396

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

;UTC)
C~ack~t EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Cynthia Bethea
<betheac@ohsu.edu>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 4:46 PM

EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131.590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

The oil appears destined for California refineries and it makes no sense to bring it through the Columbia River Gorge, a

natural wonder of the world, rather than send it through the deserts of Utah and Nevada.

Moreover, transfer of oil from rail to boat provides an extra step for disaster and spills.

We need energy and we use the gas produced by the California refineries, but we need to be smart about transport and

not use environmental wonderlands or heavily populated areas!! In addition, the Columbia- Gorge gets some of the

worst storms in the NW and there is no reason to expose oil transport on rails to those hazards.

There is too much fishing and harvesting of sea life in this area to set ourselves up for oil spills, which are absolutely

inevitable eventually. Find a better and safer way to get the oil to the refineries. Make this the oil companies problem,

not ours!!

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.
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3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

.respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's application.

Sincerely,

Dr. Cynthia Bethea
505 NW 185th Ae
Beaverton, OR 97006
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment )T~~
#30397 ~

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Docket ~~=-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Timothy Ulrey
<tulrey@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 5:15 PM
EFSEC(UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site
Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal
to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.
The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs. in return.
Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's proposal.

Thy public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The .potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in
Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, Quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks
are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers
that would be traveling through our communities.
Forty-seven people died in that explosion; which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed
oil-by-rail route.
This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and
other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as
tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington
State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,
respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mr. Timothy Ulrey

4741 SE 34th Ave

Portland, OR 97202-3315

(503) 771-8303
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30398

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Dec 17, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

UTC)

[~,l~e~t, ~F-1,~,1,~~Q,

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Penny Levee

<rplevee@gmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 5:16 PM

EFSEC (UTC)
Comment. on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

I'm writing regarding Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01 to urge the Washington Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council (EFSEC) to assess the full environmental and public safety impact of the joint Tesoro-Savage proposal

to turn the Port of Vancouver into a major crude oil export terminal.

If approved, the plan would result in 380,000 barrels of oil each day being shipped through Spokane, the Columbia River

Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver and other Northwest communities. Oil-by-rail is a bad deal for Washington State.

The project comes at a steep price for rail communities and the Columbia River, yet offers few jobs in .return.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to recommend the rejection of Tesoro-Savage's proposal.

The public safety and environmental impacts of this proposal deserve close scrutiny. For example, EFSEC must assess:

1) The potential safety and environmental impacts of a large train-related oil spill or explosion along the rail route in

Washington and beyond. Recent derailment disasters in Lac-Megantic, quebec and Alabama have shown that these risks

are far too real. The tragedy in Quebec, in particular, highlighted the extreme danger of the same type of oil and tankers

that would be traveling through our communities.

Forty-seven people died in that explosion, which also devastated the town.

2) The increased risk of an oil tanker spill on Washington State waters and along the shipping route.

3) The transportation and public health impacts of additional unit train traffic through communities along the proposed

oil-by-rail route.

This includes evaluating emergency response capabilities in Vancouver, where oil trains would deliver and store oil, and

other communities along the rail and shipping route.

4) The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil as well as

tar sands oil from cradle to grave.

5) The impact of the project's cradle-to-grave CO2 emissions on the viability of the large oyster industry in Washington

State.

After carefully considering the safety, environmental, and climate risks associated with the proposed oil terminal,

respectfully ask you to recommend the rejection ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Mrs. Penny Levee

835 Jaquelyn St

Ashland, OR 97520-1475
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment

#30399 )TC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Robert
Lindberg <buddhaseeker3@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 5:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy.

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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- Likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping

the open topped rail cars, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.

Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and

resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the

impacts on communities must be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect

and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,

and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor

and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge

and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Mr. Robert Lindberg

510 NW 146th Way
Vancouver, WA 98685-5773

57



Tesoro Savage CBR

scoping comment UTC) 
Do~lt~t EF-131590

#30400

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Fredrick
Seil <seilf@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 5:39 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 17, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area. I have grave concerns about this proposal and its impact on the Columbia River Gorge National

Scenic Area. The scope of review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) must include the following:

What is the purpose of the project? The purpose statement must not be narrowly worded to only include the

construction of an oil. terminal for distribution of oil through the region. The purpose should be broad enough to include

providing for the energy needs of the region and providing opportunities for appropriate waterfront development in

Vancouver that benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunction with other existing and pending oil terminals,

would result in a glut of oil in the Northwest that would far exceed current consumption. There are alternative

waterfront development opportunities that would create jobs and generate greater benefits for the local community.

What are the alternatives? A "no action" alternative; an alternative relying on other oil terminals that already exist, are

in the permitting process or under construction; and. reducing reliance on fossil fuels all must be considered as viable

alternatives. Transport routes that do not pass through congressionally protected areas, like the Columbia River Gorge

also must be included in the alternatives analyses. The EIS should also consider reasonably foreseeable waterfront

development opportunities that would be incompatible with an oil terminal, such as mixed use development with

waterfront amenities.

What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposal, including transportation impacts on the Columbia

River Gorge National Scenic Area, such as:

-Increased air pollution from train diesel emission. The Gorge already suffered from smog and visibility impairment up

to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oil by rail

and coal export proposals would result in rail infrastructure expansion into sensitive areas in the Gorge, including

wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat, rare plant habitat, and cultural resource sites. These likely impacts must be included

in the scope of review.
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-likelihood of accidents. Current coal train traffic in the Gorge has resulted in massive amounts of coal dust escaping
the open topped rail ears, which weakens the train ballast and causes accidents. The U.S.
Surface Transportation Board has determined that coal dust is a "pernicious ballast foulant," weakening rail lines and
resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on the Columbia River Gorge and the
impacts on communities must~be analyzed.

-Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act.
RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge
and to take actions to avoid those impacts.

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.

Sincerely,

Dr. Fredrick Seil
1 Twain Ave
Berkeley, CA 94708-1734
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