Docket EF-131590 Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#051
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Amanda
Ransom <ransom.aj@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 2:52 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

How many more disasters do we need? Our ocean and fish are now infiltrated with radiation. This proposal will do much
more harm than good. We need to take a stand against the destruction of the beautiful Pacific Northwest we all love.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. | 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 that
benefits the local commuHownity.

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 terminais 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
t0 95% of the time.



- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oils 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 Gorge resources 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,

Miss Amanda Ransom

6400 NE 30th Ave

Portland, OR 97211-6607
(503) 851-6885



Docket EF-131590 Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#052
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Lawrence
Nagel <nagel@mind.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:22 PM
To: EFSEC (UTCQ)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Lawrence Nagel

Ashland
Ashland, OR 97520



Docket EF-131590 Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

i 3 #053
From: ' Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of John
Reynolds <john@reynoldsaudio.com> '
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:22 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 aiso 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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 Reynolds

12737 SE 25th Ave
Milwaukie, OR 97222-7938



Docket EF-131590 Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

] #054
From: _ Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of John
Morris <jcmorris6l@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:22 PM
To: EFSEC (UTCQ)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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? This needs to be broadly stated.

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, such as 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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 or{ 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 Morris

6636 SW Burlingame Ave
Portland, OR 97239-2640



Docket EF-131590 Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#055
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Phyllis
Clausen <clausen31@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:22 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 oif 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Phyllis Clausen

2804 SE Baypoint Dr
Vancouver, WA 98683-3797



Docket EF-131590 ~ c:0r Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#056
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Michael
Swett <mswett@earthlink.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:52 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

I am concerned about the health and safety of the residents in the area affected by the oil terminal. | think the hazards
posed by this oil terminal should be thoroughly looked into.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act.

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

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

Dr. Michael Swett

4019 N Overlook Ter

Portland, OR 97227-1054
(503) 335-3268



Docket EF-131590 Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#057
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of L. F. &
- Carole Warneke <warnekesc@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:52 PM
To: - EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. L. F. & Carole Warneke
PO Box 1287

71 E Hofaker Road

Allyn, WA 98524-1287
(360) 275-6989
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Scoping Comment

) #058
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Heather
Henderson <heatherriver@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:52 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

| am a lifelong Oregonian (born and raised in Portland), and | believe the Columbia River Gorge is the greatest natural
treasure in Oregon.

We need to do everything we can to protect it. This Tesoro Terminal project would add air pollution, impact flora and
fauna via rail expansion (wildlife that is supposed to be protected) and put the Gorge at enormous risk of accidents.

For heaven's sake, we need to be DISCOURAGING fossil fuel use, not expanding it -- especially in our beautiful
Northwest. Please DENY this permit.

Following are the objections outlined in more detail by the Friends of the Columbia Gorge, whose effort, mission and
position | strongly
support:

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

1



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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3){e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act. ’

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge
and to take actions to avoid those impacts.: '

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.
Sincerely,
Dr. Heather Henderson

4501 Shadow Wood Dr
Eugene, OR 97405-5824
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Scoping Comment

#059
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Meryle A.
Korn <meryle.korn@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:52 PM
- To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

As if the proposal of coal trains through the Columbia River Gorge were not bad/stupid enough, along comes the
proposed Tesoro Savage project which would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. | 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 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 oils by
rail and coal export proposals would resutt 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 Gorge resources 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 CqumbiJ 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. Meryle A. Korn

5256 NE 47th Ave

Portland, OR 97218-1966
(503) 281-7475
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Scoping Comment

) #060

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Nicole
Sibert-Faaborg <sibertfaaborg@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:52 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA o

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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Nicole Sibert-Faaborg

1635 5th St

Hood River, OR 97031-6724
(503) 475-4249
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Scoping Comment

#061
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Nancy
Platner <nplatner@gorge.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:52 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC) '
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: | Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Nancy Platner

2150 Elder Rd
Hood River, OR 97031-8534
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Scoping Comment

#062
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of James
Nielson <james@changemachine.org>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 5:22 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

The other day as | was training for oil-spill response, a representative of DEQ mentioned to me that DEQ only became
aware of oil shipments long after the oil companies began shipping through Oregon.

Reminds me of recent illegal shipments through Idaho's Clearwater national Forest, against the orders of federal
agencies. | may get work from this industry, but | will not stand by and watch them flaunt the law and the will of the
people. Do your jobs and hold these companies accountable to he laws that govern us all, or declare your allegiance to
them publicly so that we at least know you have the courage to own your actions.

" The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. | 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 opportunltles for appropriate waterfront development 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 mcompatuble 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. James Nieison

8125 NE Wygant St
Portland, OR 97218-4153
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Scoping Comment

#063
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Grant Fujii
<dzfujii@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 5:52 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Grant Fujii

5906 N Depauw St
Portland, OR 97203-5116
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Scoping Comment

#064
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of dinda
evans <dindamcp4@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 6:22 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. dinda evans

PO Box 178695
San Diego, CA 92177-8695
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Scoping Comment

#065
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Sara Ford
<sford00@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 6:22 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

This letter is well written from 'Friends of the Gorge" | agree with their comments as follows:

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Sara Ford

741 E 18th St
The Dalles, OR 97058-2877
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Scoping Comment

. #066
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Mouna
Wilson <mounasings@jeffnet.org>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 6:53 PM
To: ' EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Mouna Wilson

1891 Colestin Rd
Ashland, OR 97520-8727
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Susan
Drew <purrmarshal@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 6:53 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed. v

- 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. Susan Drew

37770 Highway 26
Sandy, OR 97055-6554
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Mary
: Grout <mcgrout@msn.com>

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 6:53 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

- Oct 25, 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. | 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 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
10 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Mary Grout

9137 NW McKenna Dr

Portland, OR 97229-8039
(503) 292-5440
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Jan
Polychronis <jp04sail@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 7:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 impa‘irment up
to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Jan Polychronis

PO Box 639
The Dalles, OR 97058-0639
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Gloria
McCracken <riversbard@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 7:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

I have grave concerns about the proposed Tesoro Savage project that would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day
through the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area as well as 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Gloria McCracken

PO Box 810
Chiloquin, OR 97624-0810
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Meredith
: Long <merrylongg@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 7:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

I am writing to you because | am greatly concerned about the plans for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution
Terminal. | have a lot at Lake Merwin in Amboy, WA and | frequently hike in the Columbia Gorge when | am staying
there. This project would adversely affect my experiences when doing so.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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 federa! 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. Meredith Long

316 Camino De Las Huertas

Placitas, NM 87043-8686
(505) 239-8600
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. < , _
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Mary
Bailey <maryjbailey@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 7:53 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impactson
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. Mary Bailey

595 NW Lost Springs Ter Unit 404

Portland, OR 97229-6589
(503) 944-9411
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-
From: - Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Carolyn
Boatsman <c.boatsman@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 7:53 PM
To: EFSEC (UTCQ)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 foliowing:

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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Carolyn Boatsman

3210 74th Ave SE

Mercer Island, WA 98040-3419
(206) 236-0949
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Julianna
Guy <juliannaguy@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 7:53 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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.

| voted for you on the basis that you would make good decisions re our lives. Here is a chance to stepup. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Ms. Julianna Guy

4559 El Dorado Way Unit 226

Bellingham, WA 98226-1222
(607) 389-8466
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Scoping Comment

. i #075
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Sandra
Joos <joosgalefamily@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 8:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: | Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 |mpacts 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. r

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

Dr. Sandra Joos

4259 SW Patrick PI

Portland, OR 97239-7202
(503) 274-8803
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Scoping Comment

#076
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Monica
Gilman <monicagilman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 8:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Monica Gilman

25525 S Laura Ln
Estacada, OR 97023-9417
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Scoping Comment

. i #077
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of karen
lamson <karenlamson@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 8:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. karen lamson

5740 Highway 30 W #16

the Dalles, OR 97058-7541
{(541) 296-5533
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Scoping Comment

. #078
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Jay
Humphrey <blueljay@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 8:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Jay Humphrey

25525 S Laura Ln
Estacada, OR 97023-9417
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Scoping Comment

. #079
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Mauria
' "McClay <mauria_rhys@yahoo.com>
Sent: : Friday, October 25, 2013 8:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: ‘ Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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. Rai! lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oils 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 Gorge resources 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 asJ 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. Mauria McClay

1005 SE 14th Ave
Portland, OR 97214-2546
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Scoping Comment

) #080
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Jim Minick
<jiminick@gorge.net>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 8:53 PM
To: EFSEC (UTQ) :
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

| have lived in the Columbia River Gorge for 24 years. | have seen rail cars tipped over into the River more than once.
What do you suppose a half dozen rail cars full of Nasty Crude Oil will do to the river ? What if they caught on fire in the
process of tipping over ?

It is just a matter of time until something really bad happens. Do Not Approve any Permit for this Project.

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Jim Minick

5 Wilkins Dr

Lyle, WA 98635-9318
(509) 365-2645
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Scoping Comment

) ) #081

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Jay Russo
. . <stellarjayl@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 9:23 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Distribution Terminal Comments
Categories: ‘ Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Jay Russo

1262 Duncan Creek Rd

Stevenson, WA 98648-6177
(509) 427-5002
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Scoping Comment
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Laurie
Fisher <lauriefisher@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 9:53 PM

To: EFSEC (UTCQ)

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

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 25, 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. | 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 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
1o 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oils 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 Gorge resources 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. v

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. Laurie Fisher

10414 SW Bonanza Way

Tigard, OR 97224-4339
(503) 624-8978
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Scoping Comment

) _ #083
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of serge
vrabec <vrabecl@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 10:23 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. serge vrabec

1118 7th St NW

Apt4

Salem, OR 97304-3920
(503) 877-7464
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Scoping Comment

#084
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Catherine
Dorner <catherine.dorner@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 10:53 PM
To: ' EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 that
benefits the local community.

Is there a need for this project? There is not. This proposal, in conjunctioﬁ 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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge Nationa! 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. Catherine Dorner

11200 NE Modaffari Rd
Carlton, OR 97111-9533
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Scoping Comment

#085
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of William
O'Brien <wobobrl23@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 10:53 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC) :
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy
Distribution Terminal Comments
Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. William O'Brien

12520 SW Gem Ln Apt 202
Beaverton, OR 97005-1360
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Scoping Comment

) #086
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Robert
Paulson <rcpaulson@msn.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 1:53 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act.

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

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.
Sincerely,
Mr. Robert Paulson

19708 Newberry Way
Oregon City, OR 97045-7277
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Scoping Comment

) #087

From: ‘ Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Linda
Murtfeldt <lindamurt@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 6:54 AM

To: EFSEC (UTQ)

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

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act.

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

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Linda Murtfeldt

10015 Vinton Ct NW
Seattle, WA 98177-5447
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Scoping Comment

] ) #088
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Linda
Browning <Imbrowning08@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 7:24 AM
To: : EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge
and to take actions to avoid those impacts. ‘

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Linda Browning

7855 SW Matheny Dr
Beaverton, OR 97008-7378
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Scoping Comment

#089
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Karen
Hansen <karenhansenl7@msn.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 7:24 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Comment, Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Karen Hansen

17941 SE 41st Loop
Vancouver, WA 98683-8277
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Scoping Comment

#090
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Robert
Connor <sheserafarms@gorge.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 8:24 AM
To: EFSEC (UTQ)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: ' Comment, Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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," L/eakening rail lines and
resulting in derailments. The likelihood of oil train derailments, the likely effects on Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e){i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act. :

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

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

Mr. Robert Connor

50 Moore Rd

White Salmon, WA 98672-8213
(509) 493-1080
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Scoping Comment

. #091
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Constance
McConnell <murphydog2005@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 9:24 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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, mcludmg 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Constance McConnell

3122 SE Main St
Portland, OR 97214-4134
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Scoping Comment

#092 -

From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of david
berger <davidbergerl69@hotmil.ocm>

Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 9:24 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Categories: Biue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 resuited 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3){e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act.

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

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.
Sincerely,
Mr. david berger

PO Box 373
Lyle, WA 98635-0009
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Scoping Comment

. . i #093
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Ann
‘ Watters <twofivestars@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 10:24 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources and the impacts on
communities must be analyzed.

- Adverse effects to resources protected by the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. The project's indirect
and cumulative effects on the scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area must be included in the scope of review.

In conclusion, SEPA requires that the EIS address impacts to sensitive or special areas, such as the Columbia River Gorge,
and the degree that the proposal would conflict with state, local, and federal protections for the environment, such as
the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(i), (iii). State law also requires the Governor
and all state agencies to carry out their respective functions in accordance with the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area Act.

RCW 43.97.025. EFSEC and the Governor are required to review projects for their impacts on the Columbia River Gorge
and to take actions to avoid those impacts. '

Thank you for considering these comments and including them into the official record.
Sincerely,
Ms. Ann Watters

1940BreymanNe
Salem, OR 97301
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Scoping Comment

) #094
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Richard
Schramm <rpschramm@msn.com>
Sent: : Saturday, October 26, 2013 10:24 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 diese! 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Richard Schramm

3024 NE Bryce St

Portland, OR 97212-1718
(503) 288-8912



Docket EF-131590 Tesoro Savage CBR

Scoping Comment

#095
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Mary
Twombly <mtwombly@gorge.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 10:24 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 impairrment up
to 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oils 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 Gorge resources 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 athhe 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 recdrd.
Sincerely,

Ms. Mary Twombly

842 Little Rock Creek Rd

Bingen, WA 98605-9107
(541) 806-9170
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Scoping Comment

#096
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Kaitlin
Grammer <grammerk@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 12:54 PM
To: : EFSEC (UTQ)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. Kaitlin Grammer

2104 NE 55th Ave
Portland, OR 97213-2623
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Scoping Comment

#097

From: . Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Keith
Brown & Teresa Robbins <humansol@teleport.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 1:54 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

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

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 26, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins
211 Malfait Tracts Rd
Washougal, WA 98671

(360) 837-1089

To: Energy Facility.Site Evaluation Council
Honorable Washington Governor, Jay Inslee

Re: TESORO EIS SCOPING October 26, 2013

My wife and | live in Skamania County in the heart of the incredible Columbia River Gorge and its National Scenic Area,
rated #6 in the world for sustainable beauty destinations by National Geographic Traveler.

This scoping process must take into account the impact of the oil trains during transport through this exceptional area.
It needs to include the likelihood of increased fires as a direct result of derailment {possibly exacerbated by coal deposits
along the tracks loosening the rails) and additional train traffic. As former volunteer firefighters and a fire commissioner
during the past 10 years, we have fought first-hand, fires ignited by rail traffic in the Cape Horn region of the National
Scenic Area. Oil is highly combustible and there are documented cases of ail train cars that have ignited and destroyed
nearby communities (e.g. the recent tragedy in Quebec, Canada). On a dry day with high east or west winds that
frequent this area, a fire could easily sweep out of control and up the slopes of

Cape Horn destroying homes, lives, and wildlife habitat. We were

distressed to see that the assessment of fire danger in the TESORO application did not include the rail transport route.
The fire dangers and ability of gorge local volunteer community fire departments to adequately respond must be
included as part of the EIS scope.

There are numerous homes in the West End of Skamania County that will be totally cut off from Emergency Response
services as the mile and a half long oil trains travel through on an all too frequent basis. As former EMT's, we know this
15 to 20 minute delay for each train can literally be the difference between life and death. Eight or more additional
trains would block any access for 2.5 to 3 hours a day for just this TESORO proposal!

1



The cumulative impacts on the National Scenic Area of the rail traffic for the Vancouver TESORO proposal, plus the
proposed Cherry Point Coal Terminal (Bellevue), plus the proposed Millennium Terminal (Longview) totaling 42
additional trains moving through the gorge daily, at least half carrying toxic and highly combustible fuels (not to even
mention the trains generated for other oil by rail projects planned in the pacific northwest) must be included and fully
evaluated as a part of the scope of this EIS.

We have been intricately involved in developing the Cape Horn Trail and Recreation area for the past 8 years. This
excessive train traffic will dramatically increase noise, the likelihood of a train derailment (due to build-up of coal on the
tracks), and could result in significant crude oil spills and toxic degradation to what has been a pristine and treasured
environment and experience. :

Fully investigate, as part of this scoping process, the contamination that will certainly result from crude oil washing into
the Columbia River, its tributaries and its many wildlife refuges. Do not allow this scenic treasure and sensitive wildlife
to be destroyed.

Skamania county's economic health and future depends heavily on the draw this area has for tourists because of the
National Scenic Area and the recreational opportunities that exist here. For example, 72% of all retail sales in Skamania
County come from tourists. The additional oil trains will cut Stevenson off from their waterfront area, discouraging
tourists, the docking of passenger ships and the holding of special events. While the TESORO application touts the 151
jobs created on the rail lines, it does not address the possible loss of community jobs and tourist income affected by
excessive train traffic, possible contamination and rail disasters throughout the rail route.

The negative economic impact on and potential loss of jobs within gorge communities must be fully considered during
this scoping process.

Sincerely,

Dr. Keith Brown & Teresa Robbins
211 Malfait Tracts Rd

Washougal, WA 98671-7822
(360) 837-1089
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Scoping Comment

#098
From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Andrew
Horch <andyhorch@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 1:54 PM
To: EFSEC (UTQ)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Categories: Blue Category

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. v

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. Andrew Horch

1804 main st apt 32
Lynden, WA 98264
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of benjamin
ignatowski <benigny@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 2:24 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Oct 26, 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. | 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 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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. benjamin ignatowski

PO Box 11807

Portland, OR 97211-0807
(503) 284-6717
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From: Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Clyde Alan
Locklear <gardeneral@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 2:24 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Oct 26, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.

I have grave concerns aboutt he proposed Tesoro Savage project which would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day
through the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. The impact of this proposal on the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area would be bad and possibly catastrophic. 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 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
10 95% of the time.

- Rail expansion into sensitive areas. Rail lines in the Gorge are currently near capacity. This proposal and other oils 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 Gorge resources 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 cofnments and including them into the official record.
Sincerely,
Mr. Clyde Alan Locklear

6222 SW 36th Ave
Portland, OR 97221-3307
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From: ) Friends of the Columbia Gorge <Advocacy@GorgeFriends.org> on behalf of Christine
Jagielski <christinejski@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 26, 2013 2:54 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Docket No. EF-131590 Application No. 2013-01 Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy

Distribution Terminal Comments

Oct 26, 2013

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
WA

Dear Site Evaluation Council,
Please deny the permit for the Tesoro Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal.
Governor Jay Inslee

The proposed Tesoro Savage project would transport 360,000 barrels of oil per day through the Columbia River Gorge
National Scenic Area. | 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 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 anoil 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 oils 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 Gorge resources 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.

Vancouver does need a project to stimulate economic activity--the I-5 Bridge project should be buillt--not an oil
terminal.

Christine Jagielski
3205 NW 127th Street
Vancouver, WA 98685

Sincerely,

Ms. Christine Jagielski

3205 NW 127th St
Vancouver, WA 98685-2253
(360) 258-3901



