
Tesoro Savage CBR poCk~t EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30501 ~UT~~

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

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:40 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

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

IF YOU DON'T GOVE A SNIT ABOUT OUR AIR AND OUR WATER, WHY ARE YOU MAKING ANY DECISIONS ABOUT THEIR
PRESERVATION???? GREEDHEADS AND SLIME PUKES ARE ALL ABOUT PLUNDER, NOT PRESERVING OUR NATIONAL
TREASURES

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.
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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. John Goeckermann
Hugo Road
Grants Pass, OR 97528
(541) 541-5145
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment Docket EF-131590

#30502 ~T~~

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

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:40 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

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

IF YOU DON'T GOVE A SNIT ABOUT OUR AIR AND OUR WATER, WHY ARE YOU MAKING ANY DECISIONS ABOUT THEIR
PRESERVATION???? GREEDHEADS AND SLIME PUKES ARE ALL ABOUT PLUNDER, NOT PRESERVING OUR NATIONAL
TREASURES

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.
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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. John Goeckermann
Hugo Road
Grants Pass, OR 97528
(541) 541-5145
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30503

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 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 Anita Bryant
<feathy@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:46 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 ofTesoro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Anita Bryant

2110 NE Park Rd

Seattle, WA 98105-2422

(206) 522-2712
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment (~OCK'~< <-i''~~ 3 ~ `%~v

#30504 ~TC~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Christopher Grannis
<chrgra@ymail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 10:16 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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. Christopher Grannis
701 Chuckanut Dr N
Bellingham, WA 98229-6921

(360) 647-4758
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Tesoro Savage CBR
i.,

Scoping Comment JTC)
#30505

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Christine Cranston
<cperanston@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 10:16 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec_ 18, 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 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,

Ms. Christine Cranston

3270 Walnut Ave SW

Seattle, WA 98116-3441

(206) 932-5319
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping comment
#30506 UT~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Esther Faber
<bellinghamesther@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 10:16 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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 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,

Ms. Esther Faber

2716 Williams St

Bellingham, WA 98225-2316

(360) 676-4949
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment Docket E~=-1315~~
#30507 ~~JT~~

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Penny Derleth
<penny.derleth@gmail.com>

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 10:16 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 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. Penny Derleth

PO Box 421

Deer Park, WA 99006-0421
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30508

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Docket EF-131590
UTC)

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Dariusz Kowalczyk
<dpkowal@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013'10:46 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:

Z) 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. Dariusz Kowalczyk

904 17th Ave

Uppr

Seattle, WA 98122-4627

(425) 273-0337
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30509

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

JTC)

Docket E~-~13~5`~0

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Katherin Balles <kab2632
@ netzero. neb

Tuesday, December 17, 2013 10:45 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. Katherin Balles

2122 Brewster PI

Bremerton, WA 98310-4518

(360) 377-0233
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Tesoro savage CBR 
DOCkEt EF-131590Scoping Comment

#30510 ,UTC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of marguery
lee zucker <lee@thelocomotive.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:10 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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. marguery lee zucker
1966 Orchard St
Eugene, OR 97403-2040



Tesoro Savage CBR pocket EF-131590

#30511 g 
Comment u ,rC)

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Sunrise
OMahoney <s.h.omahoney@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:10 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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,

Ms. Sunrise OMahoney
1924 Grant St
Vancouver, WA 98660-2443
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Scoping Comment 

UTC Docket EF-131590
#30512

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Hello,

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Michael Aiello
<redbarn.studio@live.com>
Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:16 PM
EFSEC (UTC)
Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

live here. Please listen to us. We don't want this happening here. We are regular folks raising kids, trying to make ends
meet, yet our voices outnumber those few who are behind this plan purely for profit at the public's expense. Why
should corporations and investors who hold no personal interest in our homelands be allowed to risk all of us for their
bottom line? Do the right thing, oppose Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01. Please!

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.

v



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,

Mr. Michael Aiello
3362 SE 14th Ave
Portland, OR 97202-2808
(503) 236-0361
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Paula
Taccogna <ptaccogna@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 11:40 PM
Ta EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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. Please don't ruin the Gorge. Oregon should not have to worry
about their invironment because of a bad decision in Washington state

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. Paula Taccogna

16799 SE Kingsridge Ct
Milwaukie, OR 97267-5247
(503)513-4951
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Comment 

(UTC) 
Docket EF-131590

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Randi Fitch
<rfitch@centurylink.net>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 12:10 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18,.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. Randi Fitch
PO Box 455
Trout Lake, WA 98650-0455



Tesoro Savage CBR pocket EF-131590
Scoping Comment uTC)
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Jack West
<jpwest@teleport.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 12:10 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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,

Mr. Jack West
3914 SE Licyntra Ln
Milwaukie, OR 97222-8835
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From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Norm Conrad
<nsconrad@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 12:16 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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 of Tesoro-Savage's application.



Sincerely,

Mr. Norm Conrad

919 N 97th St

Seattle, WA 98103-3209
(206) 523-4735
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Docket EF-131590
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From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Mary McGovern <mfm008
@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 12:16 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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.



Sincerely,

Ms. Mary McGovern

3030 Steilacoom Blvd Apt 3

Steilacoom, WA 98388-1697

(206) 584-1651



Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment

#30518 ~UTC~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Chandra Holsten <chandra8
@charter.net>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 12:16 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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.



Sincerely,

Ms. Chandra Holsten

1214 Munson Dr

Ashland, OR 97520-7303

io



Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30519

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
PA. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Docket EF-131590UT~)

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Steve Park <stevepark83
@gmail.com>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 12:16 AM
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.

1~



Sincerely,

Mr. Steve Park

9413 N Syracuse St
Portland, OR 97203-2947
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Scoping Comment

#30520 ~UT~~

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of David Sovey <dws369
@gmail.com>

Wednesday, December 18, 2013 12:46 AM

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.

THE COLUMBIA RIVER IS OUR SACRED BODY!

Please Disapprove this extreme measure, the Columbia is Washington's major rivers. Protect It From Those Corporate
Pirates!

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.
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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.

Sincerely,

Mr. David Sovey
1225 E Sunset Dr
Bellingham, WA 98226-3597
(360) 715-8793
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30521

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

;UTC)

Da~!~~~:.t EF-131590

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Nicole Green
<nmsdiamond@gmail.com>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 1:16 AM
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. Nicole Green

16208 10th Ave NE

Shoreline, WA 98155-5827
(206) 364-7899_
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Tesoro Savage CBR ~Q~~(~t ~C_ ~ ~ ~ ~~~

Scoping Comment

#30522 ; V T~~

From: Sierra. Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Jackie Critser
<jackiecritser@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 1:46 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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. l am shocked and alarmed that this proposal is even
being considered! I have lived all over the United States and have seen personally the damage created in communities
where dirty fuels are produced, processed, and stored. Oil ALWAYS spills, leaks and spreads, it is the nature of the beast.
Oregon is widely known for its pristine environmental assets, for clean air, and it's forests, rivers and streams, and the
Columbia Gorge area is one of the most beautiful natural areas in all of the United States! My friends, my family and I,
boat, swim, camp, and recreate on the beautiful Columbia, and it would be a travesty to have it covered with a stinking
oil slick, and have the river sand turned to sludgy muck. I have seen this happen in every community in which I have lived
where petroleum products were handled.

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.
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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.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Jackie Critser
19747 SW Sweet Gum Ct
Beaverton, OR 97007-2332
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment Docket EF-131590
#30523 ,UT~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of .Steel
<iamsteel@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 2:10 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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.. Steel
General Delivery
Sandy, OR 97055-9999
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-137 590
Scoping Comment

#30524 V TC~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Natalie Mietzner
<junknm@mietzners.net>

.Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 3:46 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18,.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. Natalie Mietzner

4211 210th Pf NE

Sammamish, WA 98074-9357

(425) 836-0310
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30525

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Qoeket EF-131590
UTC)

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of lila m. parton
<dol lyparton@centurylink.net>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 4:46 AM
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. lila m. parton

PO Box 243

370 Bayview #22

Neah Bay, WA 98357-0243
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30526 UTC) Docket EF-131590

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen. Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Ila Fetterly <fetterly6
@netscape.net>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 6:46 AM
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. Ila Fetterly

69201 Walker Rd

Rainier, OR 97048-4005

(503) 556-8446
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30527

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 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 Melissa Rehder
<misslissr@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 8:16 AM
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.

53



Sincerely,

Ms. Melissa Rehder

2822 SE Woodward St

Portland, OR 97202-1360

(541) 646-6799
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Tesoro Savage CBR pn^kit ~~_~'t ~ ~~!~

Scoping Comment

#30528 ~UT~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of John Griffith <jpgriff54
@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 8:46 AM
To: EFSEC(UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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 fewjobs 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. John Griffith

735 Evans Rd
Sequim, WA 98382-8795
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment uT~~
#30529

From: Astha Tada <ratcity@arthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:17 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: EIS Scoping comments for Tesoro Savage proposal in Vancouver

Dear

As a community member, I am very concerned about the proposed Tesoro Savage project at the Port of Vancouver.
urge you to fully assess the impacts of this proposal to transport up to 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver, and other Northwest communities.

urge you to include in the scoping of this proposal the implications to public safety, environmental impacts, and the
health of our communities. These deserve a spotlight in the assessment of the state's largest oil-by-rail terminal
proposed. Including,

* The compounding impact of multiple trains going through communities daily on traffic, community safety, and air
quality;
* The threat of oil spills from trains and marine vessels along the Columbia, the Pacific Ocean, and the Puget Sound;
* The ability of communities to respond to an oil spill sourced from the Bakken oil fields and the Canadian Tar Sands
safely and in a timely manner;
* The increase in oil tankers and the corresponding increased risk of oil spills throughout Washington waters and
beyond;
* The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil from
Bakken to Tar sands, cradle to grave;

* Safety of crude oil being transported by rail and the risks to communities along the route; and
*Terminal safety precautions related to the type and source of oil, level of combustion, and air emissions.

Thank you.

Astha Tada
9222 26th S.W.

Seattle, WA 98106
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment 

ETC)#30530

From: Jane Steadman <janesteadman@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 17, 2013 12:16 AM
To: EFSEC(UTC)
Subject: EIS Scoping comments for Tesoro Savage proposal in Vancouver

Dear

As a community member, I am very concerned about the proposed Tesoro Savage project at the Port of Vancouver.
urge you to fully assess the impacts of this proposal to transport up to 360,000 barrels of oil each day through Spokane,
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Vancouver, and other Northwest communities.

urge you to include in the scoping of this proposal the implications to public safety, environmental impacts, and the
health of our communities. These deserve a spotlight in the assessment of the state's largest oil-by-rail terminal
proposed. Including,

* The compounding impact of multiple trains going through communities daily on traffic, community safety, and air
quality;
* The threat of oil spills from trains and marine vessels along the Columbia, the Pacific Ocean, and the Puget Sound;
* The ability of communities to respond to an oil spill sourced from the Bakken oil fields and the Canadian Tar Sands
safely and in a timely manner;
* The increase in oil tankers and the corresponding increased risk of oil spills throughout Washington waters and
beyond;
* The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil from
Bakken to Tar sands, cradle to grave;
* Safety of crude oil being transported by rail and the risks to communities along the route; and
*Terminal safety precautions related to the type and source of oil, level of combustion, and air emissions.

Thank you.

Jane Steadman
5612 7th Ave NW
Seattle, WA 98107
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Tesoro Savage CBR

scoping Comment Docket EF-131590

#3oS~i UTC)

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Brian Mohr
<somethingmohr@gmaill.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 7:41 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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. Brian Mohr

3016 SE Cesar E Chavez Blvd
Portland, OR 97202-1615
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30532

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 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 Rory Denovan
<slipstart@yahoo.co.uk>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 7:47 AM
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,

Mr. 
Rory 

Denovan

3213 SW 114th St

Seattle, WA 98146-1873
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment uT~)
#30533

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Rosemarie defarias
<rmdefarias@hotmaiLcom>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 7:47 AM
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. Rosemarie defarias
8602 Holly Ln
Edmonds, WA 98026-8636
(206) 351-0680
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Tesoro Savage CBR DOCI(@t EF-131590
Scoping Comment `uT~)
#30534

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Sarah
Collmer <sicollmer@gmaiLcom>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18,.2013 8:11 AM
To: EFSEC(UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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. Sarah Collmer
704 W 20th St
Vancouver, WA 98660-2420
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment 1uT~~
#30535

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Sarah
Collmer <sicollmer@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 8:11 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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. Sarah Collmer
704 W 20th St
Vancouver, WA 98660-2420
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-431590
Scoping Comment uT~)
#30536

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Joan
Meyerhoff <joan.meyerhoff@gmai.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 8:11 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

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

.I've lived in Portland for 30 years and words cannot describe my appreciation for the natural beauty of the Columbia
River Gorge. It's a sacred trust to me to protect this land for future generations.

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
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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. Joan Meyerhoff
4425 NE 40th Ave
Portland, OR 97211-8239
(503) 752-4696
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Dock~~~ Cr -13 ~JO
Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30537 JTC)

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Speros Doulos
<speedo@gorge.net>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 8:16 AM
Ta EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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. Speros Doulos

302 Jessup Rd

Cook, WA 98605-9102
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30538 V T~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Martha
Stevenson <marthaz@gorge.net>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 8:41 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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. Martha Stevenson
PO Box 1878
White Salmon, WA 98672-1878
(509) 493-9261
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment u.r~)
#30539

From: GDPAYTON@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 8:50 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Expanded comments from Spokane hearing -Tesoro Savage Oil Terminal

December 11, 2013

Spokane, WA

My name is Gary Payton of Sandpoint, Idaho...the community at the northern end of "the
funnel," the town of 7,000 people on Lake Pend Oreille through which oil trains and coal trains

come to Spokane and roll on to the west. I am here as an Idaho citizen to urge you to deny the

permitting for the Tesoro Savage terminal.

Other speakers have highlighted the many risks of expanded oil train movement from the
Bakken fields in North Dakota and Montana. You already know the issues: oil train

derailments and crude fueled infernos, oil spills fouling lakes and rivers, increased diesel

particulates affecting human health along the route, delayed emergency response at at-grade

crossings, and interruptions in normal live and commerce with more and more delays at

crossings.

There is an irony in these hearing processes. Each of you is charged to make a decision in this

case on one terminal, 360,000 barrels of highly volatile crude per day, 4 trains in, 4 trains out.

Each of you is a citizen of Washington and you serve your Governor in this process.

But you are really making a decision affecting hundreds of communities, large and small,

across North Dakota, Montana, Idaho, and Washington...and across the Columbia River to

south shoreline communities in Oregon.

This is not just about one terminal and eight trains.

Your decision lies atop other decision processes now underway for the three coal export

terminals at Cherry Point, Longview, and Boardman. Those coal train decisions have the

potential of adding about 40 additional trains per day through Sandpoint, Spokane and

elsewhere along the route.

And, now we add another eight oil trains to the equation.
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urge you to think regionally. I-urge you to consider the impacts beyond the City of
Vancouver.

No one wants the environmental and human damage which these oil trains can bring.

No one wants another accident like that which killed 47 Canadians in Quebec.

urge you to follow the example of the Washington Department of Ecology in their
courageous EIS scoping decision regarding Cherry Point. Make your review comprehensive.
Consider the human and environmental impacts from the Bakken to Vancouver.

I'm from Idaho...where all I see is risk.

For the citizens in five states, deny the permit.

Gary Payton
1189 Janish Drive
Sandpoint, Idaho
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Tesoro Savage CBR DOCkpt EF-131590
Scoping Comment ~VT~~
#30540

From: Patricia Ranstrom <tnpranstrom@gmail.com>
Sent: .Wednesday, December 18, 2013 9:04 AM
Ta EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: EIS Scoping comments for Tesoro Savage proposal in Vancouver

Dear

The first thing all the residents of Washington State must see is the cost analysis impact report for the never ending
environmental clean up fiscal expense to our state budget along with the health impact costs if such a disastrous project
is to be considered.
For example:
The following table details a number of derailments just in 2013 involving rail freight cars carrying crude and petroleum
products:
November 8 Pickens County, Alabama Genesee &Wyoming 20 North Dakota crude, owner unknown Amory, Mississippi
to transfer station in Walnut Hill, Florida Derailment and explosion; cause unknown

October 19 Gainford, Alberta CN Railway 13 Crude oil and LPG, owner unknown Edmonton, Alberta to Vancouver, BC
Derailment caused by emergency braking. One LPG car exploded, three other LPG cars caught fire

September 25 Landis, Sask. CN Railway 17 Condensate, tube oil, ethanol; owner unknown Unknown Derailment. One car
leaked tube oil

July 6 2013 Lac-Megantic, Quebec Montreal, Maine and Atlantic Railway 72 Light shale crude from Bakken region,
owned by World Fuel Services North Dakota to Irving refinery in St.lohn, New Brunswick 47 people killed when runaway
train derailed and exploded in town center. Cause still under investigation

June 27 Calgary, Alberta CP Railway 5 Petroleum distillate, owner unknown Unknown Cars derailed on broken bridge
over the Bow River May 21 20131ansen, Sask. CP Railway 5 Western Canadian crude, owner unknown Unknown
destination, eastbound train 575 barrels of crude spilled

April 3 White River, Ontario CP Railway 20 Light crude, owner unknown Origin unknown, destination Montreal 400
.barrels of oil leaked from two tankers. Derailment blamed on broken wheel and rail

March 27 Parkers Prairie, Minnesota CP Railway 14 Canadian crude, owner unknown Origin unknown, destination
Chicago area 15,000 gallons of oil leaked from three tank cars

urge-you to include in the scoping of this proposal the implications to public safety, environmental impacts, and the
health of our communities. These deserve a spotlight in the assessment of the state's largest oil-by-rail terminal
proposed. Including,

* The compounding impact of multiple trains going through communities daily on traffic, community safety, and air
quality;
* The threat of oil spills from trains and marine vessels along the Columbia, the Pacific Ocean, and the Puget Sound;
* The ability of communities to respond to an oil spill sourced from the Bakken oil fields and the Canadian Tar Sands
safely and in a timely manner;
* The increase in oil tankers and the corresponding increased risk of oil spills throughout Washington waters and
beyond;
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* The project's impact on climate change. This analysis should include climate change impacts from crude oil from
Bakken to Tar sands, cradle to grave;
* Safety of crude oil being transported by rail and the risks to communities along the route; and
* Terminal safety precautions related to the type and source of oil, level of combustion, and air emissions.

Thank you.

Patricia Ranstrom
Box 2181
Vashon, WA 98070
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30541 ~TC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Imants
Slegelis <unionyes6l@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 9:11 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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 an 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. Imants Slegelis
606 SE 6th Ct
Battle Ground, WA 98604-8913
(360) 721-3921
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30542 ~UT~~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Amber
Smith <ambermichelesmith@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 9:11 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 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 v~rould 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,

Ms. Amber Smith
6015 24th Ave NW
Apt 207
Seattle, WA 98107-3288
(828) 263-3253
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
#3 543 

Comment ~uTC

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Julie Wainwright
<jfinrainwright@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 922 AM
Ta EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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. Julie Wainwright

2124 NE 36th Ave

Portland, OR 97212-5237
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Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30544 ~UTC~

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Dawn
Smallman <velvethammer00@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 10:11 AM
To: EFSEC(UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

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

Because 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,

Ms. Dawn Smallman
1148 SE SOth Ave
Portland, OR 97215-2606



Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30545 ~JT~~

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

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 10:11 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Dec 18, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,

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

The combination of coal trains through the Columbia River Gorge and more oil trains is setting us up for a very deadly
and toxic rail accident. It is known that the dust from the coal trains destabilizes the rock bed of the railroad tracks. Add
to that the increased rail traffic and we are asking for big trouble.

The other scary fact is that the big Canadian oil train disaster was caused by a oil tanker that caught on fire going down
the track not as we were led to believe by a derailment.

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,

Mr. John Kraus
81 Orchard Ln
Underwood, WA 98651-9249



Tesoro Savage CBR docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment

#30546 UTC~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Karen Leibrant <vkleibrantl
@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 1021 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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 FacilitySite
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..



Sincerely,

Ms. Karen Leibrant

3807 Cabrant Rd

Everson, WA 98247-9461
(360) 966-5183



Tesoro Savage CBR Docket EF-131590
Scoping Comment
#30547 UT~~

From: Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Liz MacGregor
<lizmacgregor333@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 1021 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comment on Docket No. EF-131590, Application No. 2013-01

Dec 18, 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,

Miss Liz MacGregor
1570 S Peach St
Spc 108
Medford, OR 97501-7028
(541) 772-6949
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Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#30548

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

~UTC)

Docke ~ EF-1 ? 15~~

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Mark Ditzler
<mark@markditzler.com>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 1021 AM
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,

Mr. Mark Ditzler

5418 S Angeline St

Seattle, WA 98118-1535
(206) 725-1903
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30549

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 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 John Vinson
<kazumty@centurylink.net>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 1021 AM
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,

Mr. John Vinson

3700 14th Ave SE Unit 154

Olympia, WA 98501-2775
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Tesoro Savage CBR
Scoping Comment
#30550

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dec 18, 2013

Mr. Stephen Posner
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Dear Mr. Posner,

JTC)

L ~cket ~F-131 ~9Q

Sierra Club <information@sierraclub.org> on behalf of Ruth King
< ruthn k@comcast.net>
Wednesday, December 18, 2013 1021 AM
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 Te$oro-Savage's application.
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Sincerely,

Ms. Ruth King

6945 Mill Ct SE

Olympia, WA 98503-3025

(360) 413-7083
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