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Attached are 28 Concerns on the proposed West Way and imperium Crude Oil By Rail projects near 
Hoquiam Washington. Comment areas are Ten items for Safety, Eight Items for Transportation, Seven 
Items for Commerce, and 3 items for Environmental. Please Carefully and seriously review these items 
related to the EIS for these Crude Oil by Rail Projects. Thanks You.
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May 26, 2014 

Imperium and West Way EIS 

C/O ICF International 

710 Second Avenue Suite 550 

Seattle, WA  98104 

SUBJECT: Comments on Proposed West Way and Imperium Terminals – Grays Harbor, Washington 

My background as a Bachelor of Science in Chemical Engineering and several courses towards a Masters 
of Engineering Degree offers credibility to my comments. 
 
I have over 35 years of industrial experience working in the natural gas business as an Environmental 
Engineer, Process Engineer, Safety Engineer as well as a management position responsible for a 
workforce of 115 employees. As a Registered Professional Engineer in the State of Texas, I am 
recognized by my peers to uphold the codes and regulations of engineering.  
 
We retired in June 2005 and moved to Vancouver Washington living in the NW Community of Felida, 
which is 132 miles and about 2 ½ hours by road from Hoquiam Washington..  
 
I offer these comments on the proposed West Way and Imperium Terminals – Grays Harbor, 
Washington. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
William A. Brake P.E. 
3407 NW 116th Way 
Vancouver, WA  98685 
Email – williamb98685@aol.com 
Gray Harbor #2.doc 
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Proposed West Way and Imperium Terminal Projects 

48,000 BPD + 70,000 BPD = 118,000 BPD  (4,956,000 Gallons per Day) 

Areas of Concern 

• SAFETY - Bakken Crude Oil is blamed for the rail car explosions, fires, and 47 deaths in Lac-
Magantic Quebec, Canada on July 2, 2013. Is this a risk worth taking? 

• COMMERCE – Shipment of US Crude Oil in the United States is governed by the Jones Act that 
prohibit export of Crude Oil. This project could open the potential for Crude Oil export to 
Canada and Pacific Rim Countries. Permit regulations need to specify that only US Crude Oil be 
delivered to US Flagship and Crewed Marine Vessels in compliance with the Jones Act.  Is this a 
risk worth taking? 

• TRANSPORTATION – The Westway and Imperium Crude Oil Projects propose to expand the rail 
yard to accommodate 1.61 unit trains per day of crude oil transported in the design flawed 
DOT-111 rail cars. Each Unit Train will be up to 110 Rail Cars and be a Pipeline on Wheels 
transporting 73,370 Barrels per Day (3,081,540 Gallons).  Total daily delivery at full build out 
would be 118,000 Barrels per Day (4,956,000 Gallons). More study on alternate transportation is 
needed. 

• TRANSPORTATION – The Unit Trains potentially could be as high as 1,182 trains annually with 
110 rail cars per train considering both full and empty traversing the State of Washington rail 
lines. A total of 65,043 loaded rail cars at 667 Barrels Each (28,000 Gallons) yearly is a large 
exposure to accident. An additional 65,043 empty rail cars( not 100 % empty) return on the 
same route annually. Is this a risk worth taking? 

• COMMERCE – There are 438,290 people in Clark County in 2012 and the Study Area of the 
Portland – Vancouver Metropolitan area has in 2012 had 2,810,710 people.  The majority of the 
Bakken Crude Oil Unit Trains will go through the Portland – Vancouver Area due to constraints 
on the rail systems.  We have a voice on this project and want to be heard.  

• COMMERCE - With all the tankage in place a simple modification to the proposed permits will 
allow a 100,000 Barrel Per Day Refinery to be built.  It will be the first Grass Roots refinery 
project in over 35 Years in the US.  With such naïve and gullible politicians, Hoquiam could 
become the Oil Capital of the West.  

• COMMERCE - A case of Do Nothing needs to be investigated in the analysis of alternatives.  The 
Bakken Crude Oil will go to Canada through existing pipelines or rail cars.  Alternately, the 
Bakken Crude will go to existing US Terminals by Pipeline or Rail or Barges.   No New Terminal is 
needed in the state of Washington.  With North Dakota exceeding one million barrels 
production per day in the month of December 2013, the product is flowing now without 
additional Gray Harbor Terminals.  

• SAFETY – The unloading of Rail Cars is one of the most dangerous activities in the Petroleum 
Business. The Crude Oil product is unpredictable in Pressure, Composition, and Temperature 
and can lead to serious and often fatal accidents by using inadequately trained and unskilled 
workforce on this repetitive function.   With 65,043 loaded rail cars per year the potential for an 



accident is extraordinary.  For example, a rail car loaded at – 40 F in Trenton North Dakota 
arrives in Hoquiam Washington a day later at 60 F and does not have steam coils and is frozen 
and will not flow.  Creative methods such as applying 100 # air to the rail car, external steam 
hoses on rubber fittings, and other similar dangerous thinking will result in both a leak and 
potentially a fatality. Is this the best product for Hoquiam?  

• ENVIRONMENT – Discussions in the Columbian Newspaper(Vancouver WA) the summer of 2012 
indicate discussions between Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) and Union Pacific (UP) on 
methods to increase traffic in the Columbia Gorge Common Areas of Washington and Oregon.  
This discussion should be a basis of changing the West Way and Imperium Projects from A State 
Environment Protection Assessment (SEPA) to a Federal National Environment Protection 
Assessment (NEPA) raising the standards to a higher level of review.  This review should include 
the States of North Dakota, Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Oregon for Rail Transportation. 
The States of Washington, California, and Hawaii should be included in a review of Ship 
Terminals.  Common sense says that Oregon is one mile away from Washington (Columbia 
River) and it should be a Federal review and not a state review.   

• SAFETY - Loading hoses used on the Rail Cars and Ships are some of the most dangerous piping 
components in the energy industry.  The repetitive connecting and disconnect as well as 
external bending, flexing ,and  pinching results in failure rate way above common sense.  Strict 
inspection, testing, and time based replacement should be considered mandatory for this 
project and part of the permit for the facility. 

• COMMERCE – Potential 23,000 Tons per Day Down River and 6,850 Tons per Day up River 
STOPS if a Rail Car Incident occurs along the Columbia River from Vancouver Washington going 
east.  With approximately 175 miles of rail traffic adjacent to the Columbia River this is a major 
issue that needs further study for this project.  

• TRANSPORTATION – With the BNSF Columbia River rail line operating at 70 % of capacity with 
26 to 30 trains daily, is there capacity for the 20 Trains per Day for the Gateway Pacific Coal 
Terminal at Bellingham, 20 Trains per day for the Millennium Bulk Terminals at Longview, and 
the 22.5 trains per day for all the proposed Crude Oil By Rail Proposed and Operational Projects 
including  the West Way and Imperium Crude Oil Terminals at Hoquiam?  More Study is needed.  

• TRANSPORTATION –Three routes exist for rail traffic going west in Washington State on BNSF 
track.  (1) The Stevens Pass line is heavily used, operating at 123 percent of practical capacity, 
and serves as BNSF‟s primary route for transcontinental double-stacked intermodal trains. The 
significant capacity constraint on the Stevens Pass line is the 7.8 mile long Cascade Tunnel, the 
longest railroad tunnel in the United States. The Cascade Tunnel requires mechanical means to 
vent the hot exhaust gases from trains – this reduces capacity of the tunnel to approximately 
one train per hour. (2) The Stampede Pass route operates at approximately 60 percent of 
practical capacity. However, this line cannot be used to alleviate congestion on the Stevens Pass 
route because the Stampede Tunnel, a steep, 2-mile long tunnel that has a ceiling which is too 
low to accommodate the height of double-stacked intermodal trains. (3) The Columbia Gorge is 
the overflow for freight that cannot go through Stevens Tunnel or Stampede Tunnel.  It is 
operating at 70 % of capacity and involves 175 miles of Columbia River Frontage. With the 



infrastructure to expand the rail lines extremely slow and capital intensive, moving oil by rail is a 
tremendous challenge. More study is needed prior to committing to over 11.25 loaded  trains 
per day for the Crude Oil by rail proposals.  

• ENVIRONMENT - If there was an oil spill in the Puget Sound of Washington it is estimated clean 
up could cost at least $10.5 Billion Dollars to clean up.  Is it worth the risk on the Columbia River 
also? 

• COMMERCE – Eleven Oil by Rail projects are planned or operating in the Pacific Northwest. 
They are Ferndale – BP and Phillips 66, Anacortes – Shell and Tesoro, Tacoma – US Oil, Grays 
Harbor – US Development, West Way, Imperium, Clatskanie – Global Partners, and Vancouver – 
Tesoro-Savage and Nustar. If all are built this is 824,900 Barrels per Day of Crude Oil and 17 
miles of trains will be on Northwest Rail Tracks. Are we prepared? 

• SAFETY - Request State look at disaster plans for all communities from the state border to the 
state border along the route of the crude oil. For example, there are 31 communities along the 
Columbia River from Vancouver to Whitcomb a distance of 175 miles. Are we prepared? 

• COMMERCE -  Reality that a national energy and environmental policy will not happen. So the 
burden on these West Way and Imperium Oil Terminal Projects is on the State of Washington 
Review Process to accept , modify, or reject this proposal. 

• ENVIRONMENT - The Columbia River Gorge is rated number six in the world by the National 
Geographic Society as a sustainable scenic resource. Are we prepared now for what will 
happen by hasty decisions and poor judgment? 

• TRANSPORTATION - BNSF had 292 derailments in 2011.  When will it be our turn? 
• TRANSPORTATION - Pasco Washington had a 30 car coal train derail recently and if it was oil 

cars it would be disastrous. Are we prepared? 
• TRANSPORTATION – Three Rail Accidents in a two week period in May 2014 near Hoquiam WA 

is unacceptable statistics.  I am glad it was grain cars and not volatile Bakken Crude Oil Cars. Is it 
safe? 

• TRANSPORTATION – Phillips 66 Company in December 2013 purchased 2,000 new DOT 108 
Rail Cars for delivery in the Summer of 2014 for movement of Bakken Crude Oil to its refineries. 
This is equal to 20 unit trains of 100 cars each.  Why are the outdated and dangerous DOT 111 
Rail Cars even being discussed? 

• SAFETY – Bakken Crude Oil is the only crude proposed that carries a NFPA rating of 2 For Health, 
4 For Flammability, and 1 for Reactivity proposed for the West Way and Imperium Facilities. It is 
highly unpredictable. Some literature sources indicating 15 to 30 % volatility.  Why is this 
project needed?  

• SAFETY – A scenario with one rail car with 667 Barrels of Crude Oil on fire will require ten rail 
cars of water to extinguish. A water requirement of 282,000 gallons is not readily available in 
the rail yard and especially any place along the 1,335 mile rail route and it will require 35 
highway tankers of water to extinguish the fire.  A scenario similar to the Lac Magnetic in 
Quebec Canada on July 6, 2013 that killed 47 people and burned over 40 buildings is plausible.  
Further Study is needed on the emergency response capabilities of first responders along the 
rail line corridor.   

• SAFETY – In a one year period 130,086 full and empty rail cars will travel the 1,335 miles from 
Trenton, North Dakota to Hoquiam Washington. According to the American Association of 



Railroads statistics 3 of these rail cars with hazardous shipments will not safely make it to the 
destination. Is this a risk worth taking? 

• SAFETY – In a ten year period 11,830 Trains of Crude Oil will go through our neighborhoods. Is 
this a risk worth taking? 

• SAFETY – In a one day period 11.10 minutes of wait time related to crude oil trains only is 
consumed at each and every Grade Crossing of rail tracks. This is cutting off communities, 
schools, churches, industries, and people from lifesaving resources of Police, Fire, and Medical.  
Is this a risk worth taking? 

• SAFETY – In a ten year period 650,043 rail cars will be connected to off load the crude oil 
product. How many of these will be done unsafely due to inexperience, carelessness, operation 
procedural deficiencies, maintenance procedural deficiencies and result in a catastrophic 
incident. Is this a risk worth taking? 































Please see attached for full written scoping comment. Moratorium & the Precautionary Principle: This
terminal approval process should not be allowed to advance until the absolute full impacts are known 
and impacted communities, as well as the natural environment are fully protected. The burden of proof 
and the entire expense should fall squarely upon those proposing these Bakken crude oil export
terminals and not the U.S. Taxpayer. For this & the attached reasons, I & many others call on 
Governor Jay Inslee to call an immediate, retroactive & comprehensive moratorium on crude-by-rail 
export terminal schemes in Washington State.
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Grays Harbor Crude Oil Export Terminal Public Scoping Comment—Submitted 
May 22, 2014 

Dear EIS Administrators Shay & Toteff: 

Moratorium & the Precautionary Principle:  This terminal approval process 
should not be allowed to advance until the absolute full impacts are known and 
impacted communities, as well as the natural environment are fully protected.  
The burden of proof and the entire expense should fall squarely upon those 
proposing these Bakken crude oil export terminals and not the U.S. Taxpayer.  For 
this & the below reasons, I & many others call on Governor Jay Inslee to call an 
immediate, retroactive & comprehensive moratorium on crude-by-rail export 
terminal schemes in Washington State. 

I’m a resident of Centralia, business owner in Winlock, farmer & am the director 
of risk management for a large employer by profession.  Our whole family loves 
trains.  I have family members who put in careers with Burlington Northern & I’m 
routinely interrupted by my 3 year old nephew, who wants to be lifted up to the 
window to see which train is passing by.  Indeed, trains are one of the most 
environmentally sound methods to transport goods and people.  But these 
proposals to transport highly flammable Bakken crude oil in what rail industry 
officials are calling unsafe soda cans threatens this soundness & is simply put, a 
disaster waiting for all of us.  As part of my scoping comments, I’m will also 
submitting separately the petition signatures of 450 of my neighbors & friends in 
opposition to these projects.   

Bisecting our Communities, Accident Rates & Trespassings:  Just in Lewis County, 
this crude oil will bi-sect & damage our 4 largest cities:  Centralia, Chehalis, 
Napavine & Winlock.  Centralia & Chehalis alone have 64 crossings between 
them.  We know Lewis County has among the highest incidences of track 
trespassing in the State.  Just because an oil executive says safety is their highest 
priority, does not mean Bakken crude oil can be shipped via railroad safely.  It is 
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not & cannot.  The Manhattan Institute, a conservative pro-business think tank 
reports that crude oil rail accidents occur 34 times more frequently than pipeline 
accidents for every barrel of crude shipped comparable distances.  We’re seeing 
this play out in the news & have seen in the last year more crude oil train 
accidents than the last 4 decades combined. 

Cumulative Impacts to Historic Preservation, Historic Districts & Historic 
Architecture:  I am deeply involved in historic preservation in my personal life & 
have served for years on Historic Preservation Commissions.  Much of 
Washington State’s (& the nation’s) historic architecture & built environment 
exists along railroad corridors, which are proposed to host crude oil trains.  
Sometimes the railroad came before the historic architecture & sometimes the 
railroad was built after.  Indeed, when these trains bisect both small & large 
communities, it’s usually in the historic areas.  Both the Lynchburg, VA & Lac 
Megantic, Quebec disasters serve as poignant examples of this.  These 
derailments & gigantic explosions occurred in the heart of historic districts.  The 
nature of these historic areas & the condition of historic architecture will change 
fundamentally with the inundation of dangerous mile & a half long explosive 
trains, turning many areas into high risk rail yards prone to derailments even 
when the trains are not moving or moving at a very slow speed, as is common for 
derailments.   Cumulative impacts from all crude oil trains must be studied on 
different levels: 

• Immediate impacts to historic districts or those areas eligible for historic 
status will occur due to: 

o Derailments & other accidents/incidents. 
o Decline in business, as business interruptions occur due to blocked 

intersections, crossing times, noise, fumes & both real & perceived 
danger. 

o Higher crime, as areas parallel to railroad tracks carrying highly 
explosive crude oil will be reduced to all rental properties.  Crime will 
increase.  Neighborhood disintegration will occur.   
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o Decline in local tax revenue to the city, county & state when 
properties lose value.  Data already exists on decline of property 
values.  this sub-topic, which should be accessed. 

• Long-term impacts to historic buildings & properties, as property values 
decline as businesses & residents abandon historic areas & properties in 
light of the high risk posed with explosive trains.  Ongoing maintenance & 
capital improvements will be neglected.  I can tell you as a risk manager, 
vacant properties are at a significantly higher risk of fire, theft & water 
damage.  

Cumulative negative impacts to historic preservation must be considered, 
understood & mitigated in the scoping.  Our State’s cultural heritage is dependent 
upon preservation of these many areas. 

Aging Infrastructure vis-à-vis Size & Weight of Crude Oil Trains:  The crude oil 
trains proposed will be up to 1.5 miles or 125 cars long, & as a result harder to 
control or stop, increasing the risk of something going wrong. Our area’s rapidly 
aging rail and bridge infrastructure, much of it built on often saturated flood 
plains, has not been sufficiently assessed for suitability to this intensity of cargo 
with each & every tanker weighing up to 143 tons & the 4-5 locomotives weighing 
190 tons each.  We have seen 3 derailments in the Centralia to Grays Harbor line 
in the last 3 weeks for grain trains running at 10 mph, 6, mph & one at a complete 
stop.  Slowing these crude oil trains is not going to prevent their derailment, as is 
suggested by Federal authorities.  Ironically, Genesee & Wyoming propose to 
double the speeds on the Centralia to Grays Harbor line.  Will scoping be 
conducting these infrastructure assessments to the satisfaction of local 
governments? 

Corrosiveness Impacts:  The corrosive nature of fracking liquids & materials in 
Bakken crude oil is well-known to cause premature corrosion to tanker cars; the 
interiors, fittings, hatch covers, valves & even the railroad tracks themselves 
(although Coal trains are surely helping).  Your scoping must consider this as it 
relates directly back to human safety. 
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Hazardous material mislabeling:  Scoping must consider the mislabeling & 
mischaracterizing of highly flammable crude oil under re-classification rules 
related to ‘understood’, but not ‘actual’ flash points. 

Schools & Vulnerable Populations:  Scoping must consider all educational, child 
care, healthcare, vulnerable adult & critical infrastructure facilities within 
proximity of the radius of hazardous crude-by-rail trains.  For example, in Winlock, 
WA, the Elementary School is just feet from the tracks. 

Inadequate & Unsafe Tanker Cars:  Scoping must consider the well-known safety 
issues for DOT-111’s, retro-fitted DOT-111’s, and newer DOT-123’s.  They must 
consider the need for pressurized tanker cars for this explosive material.  It’s a 
flammable gas, so pressurized cars only make sense.  Bakken crude oil should be 
required to be transported and stored only in a safe manner, which does not 
cause ‘imminent’ threat as it does now to those living within radius of railroad 
tracks from North Dakota to their in-state destination.  Roughly 5,000 of the 
worst DOT-111’s were just made illegal in Canada.  The rest will soon be illegal in 
Canada.  Those are now likely to comprise the core of the crude oil tanker fleet in 
the United States, increasing the risk to all of us.  This is considered a new weak 
spot in crude-by-rail safety. 

Residential Neighborhoods:  Scoping must consider the more conspicuous 
proximity of residential neighborhoods to the railroad tracks in smaller cities vs. 
cities like Lynchburg, VA, where urban growth has pushed residential areas out 
from the track radius (although higher density development is not occurring near 
tracks in urban areas).  For example, the same derailment & explosion as the 
Lynchburg, VA derailment on 4/30 in a place like Centralia or Winlock, WA would 
have undoubtedly led to significant loss of life & personal property. 

Lack of Weigh-Ins:  Due to the length of unit trains carrying crude oil, they do not 
typically pass through weigh-in stations, so no one is tracking their weights.  As a 
result, overweight cars will not be identified, much less tracked, creating more 
unnecessary imminent danger for communities.  This is considered a blind spot in 
federal law. 
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Elevated & Tunnel Track Systems:  The City of Spokane & many other areas have 
built their railroad lines on elevated tracks.  Many others like Seattle have tunnels.  
Spokane has had cars fall from these tracks before.  Scoping must study the result 
of highly flammable tanker cars being dropped from up to 80 feet elevations onto 
population centers.   

• How does this enhance the explosion, resulting fires, scope/intensity of 
fire/explosion, loss of life, property damage & structural integrity of 
elevated areas?   

• Will the entire train come down & explode when a crude oil tanker bomb 
goes off destroying the tracks?   

• How would a tunnel or elevated accident decommission main lines for ALL 
train traffic, most especially local Washington State products? 

Non-Accidental “routine” Releases/Chemical Hazards:  Impacts from non-
accidental releases of crude oil & VOC’s must be scoped, quantified & 
understood.  Hazardous materials testing studies must be considered for Bakken 
crude oil, to include all carcinogens, health hazards & fracking liquids not 
characterized in placards & safety data sheets.  Trains WILL emit tons of VOC’s 
annually into neighborhoods full of children & residents.  For comparison, a small 
2-aisle gas station emits 5-10 tons of VOC’s annually just from people pumping 
gasoline.  Using the precautionary principle, VOC emissions must absolutely be 
quantified & studied for these non-pressurized tanker cars.  Due to oil & gas 
industry exemptions from Clean Air & Water laws, protections are non-existent.  

Impacts of Sub-contracting:  Will railroads, shippers, oil companies and tank car 
companies all be made jointly liable for accidents, health damage & spills, rather 
than simply sub-contracting away the most dangerous parts of crude-by-rail to 3rd 
party haulers, (LLC’s without assets & very little insurance) who indemnify the 
parties above them?  What other “disincentives” to safety, monitoring & 
maintaining safe operations exist within these business relationships?  Sub-
contracting the most high risk activities in an industry to a 3rd party is standard 
risk management practice across all industries & all governments.   The effects of 
this should be scoped.   
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Bakken Crude Oil Pressures:  Scoping must include pressure tests for Bakken 
crude oil, which carries a relative pressure 3 times that of conventional crude oil.  
This is considered a blind spot in federal law. 

Hazard Communication/SDS-Hydrogen Sulfide & Carcinogens:  I’m looking at the 
safety data sheet (SDS) for Bakken Crude & note this is nowhere near our 
grandfather’s crude oil.  It carries an NFPA flammability rating of 4, which is 
considered highly flammable & higher than that of gasoline, with a flash point of a 
hot day in July, as reported in the Lewis County Chronicle.  It should be nowhere 
near barbeques, smoking, sparks or even static electricity.  This oil also contains a 
baker’s dozen of known or suspected carcinogens, such as benzene, hexane, 
ethylbenzene & xylene with a topping of fine particulates from the 4 to 5 
locomotives required to pull these mile long loads.  Benzene isn’t a suspected 
carcinogen.  It’s known to cause leukemia in children.  This isn’t under debate.  
Incidentally, they’re finding much higher levels of benzene in this stuff than was 
previously understood (up to 10 times higher), but it should be noted that 
according to current MSDS sheets, this crude already contains 10 times the legally 
allowed dose for an 8 hour shift.  There are 12 other cancer-causing chemicals in 
Bakken Crude Oil.  We know these tanker cars will vent & leak tons of pollutants 
into our neighborhoods annually.  They have to vent, or they will explode.  
Thermal imaging cameras are documenting emissions locally.  Federal officials in 
the Midwest are threatening to close down crude oil on-loading operations until 
lethal levels of hydrogen sulfide are brought under control.  Oderless, hydrogen 
sulfide can simply kill you in high enough concentrations.  It’s heavier than air, so 
it will settle into the low points of our neighborhoods.   Lewis County’s flood 
plains have quite a few low points—especially in our cities.  These toxic trains will 
give new meaning to cow tipping. 

Accidents vs. Long Term Exposure:  We know that in the American workplace, 
there are roughly 5,000 fatalities each year due to accidents, but more than ten 
times that number of deaths due to long term exposure to chemicals and other 
persistent health hazards.  Our Children will be exposed to these health hazards 
simply by playing in their back yards.  Yet, they won’t have the benefit of 
protective equipment, medical surveillance, occupational safety programs or 
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workers’ compensation like the employees working just on the other side of their 
fences.  Will lead agencies be considering long term health effects of exposure to 
residents in Washington’s pass through communities & what it will cost to provide 
personal protection, medical surveillance, & healthcare to residents experiencing 
persistent exposure?     

Crossing Times, Emergency Response & Economic Loss:  I want to thank Bill 
Schulte, Lewis County Commissioner & those involved in getting Lewis County & 
Chehalis a 3-year option on the Tacoma line.  This keeps at least one pawn out of 
G&W’s hands.  But even with its purchase, crossing times will increase 
exponentially.  I’ve seen cumulative impacts up to 12 hours a day in other traffic 
studies.   

What we know are these mile & a half long trains will be managing a 90 degree 
turn in Centralia, then running at less than 5 miles per hour through our 
commercial & residential neighborhoods.  Will traffic studies be conducted for 
ALL pass through communities in the State.  Not just Centralia & Chehalis, to 
determine how much time crossings will be increased & perhaps more 
importantly, how this will impact emergency response services & local 
businesses?    

Limits to Future Size & Foreign Export:  These proposals do not limit the size of 
their future operations.  Concurrently with these proposals, they are pursuing 
dredging permits with the Army Corps, so they can bring super-tankers into Grays 
Harbor, making it the cheapest & most convenient deep water port in the lower 
48 for export to places like China.  The Army Corps in response is expressing 
profound skepticism to the terminal developer claims that oil export terminals 
will only be used for domestic refineries, instead of creating high paid refinery 
jobs in places like China.  Nothing about these proposals is about energy 
independence.  In fact, it’s a fact spoken openly about in energy industry journals.   

Loss of Property Values:  Studies show property values will fall anywhere from 5 
to 20% depending on where you live in relationship to these oil trains.  Will home 
& business owners be reimbursed for the loss or “taking” of their property 
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values?  Will these companies buy homes & property from residents at pre-
damage value? 

First Responders:  Locally, we’re cutting back on fire fighters & first responders.  
This is hardly a time to do something like this.   When the train derailed in 
Quebec, causing so much death & destruction, residents had between 3 to 5 
seconds to evacuate.  From what I have read, many victims were simply vaporized 
when making the decision to walk outside their doors.  Will pass-through 
communities be provided with resources to plan evacuation routes & install early 
warning systems?   

Emergency Response Plans:  Washington State admits it does not have a plan or 
resources to adequately respond to a crude oil derailment & explosion.  This 
should be considered in the scoping. 

Unsafe Rail Cars-Existing, Retrofitted & New:  The Railroad Industry testified last 
week that not only are the DOT 111 cars unsafe for the transport of this highly 
flammable crude oil, but the new & retrofitted cars are no better.  Carriers are 
finding the heat and vibrations associated with the train trip is actually causing 
the refining process to begin in these tanker cars, making the oil even more prone 
to ignition when it reaches our doorstep.  Just like a can of soda in your backpack, 
or perhaps more appropriately, a meth lab.  Railroad officials are recommending 
pressurized tanker cars be used, which makes sense.  It’s a flammable gas.  
Canada just voted to phase out DOT 111’s.  The railroads are telling the oil 
companies they need to build pressurized cars with thicker walls and electronic 
brakes.  The oil companies are blaming accidents on unsafe railroad tracks and lax 
safety.  The need for re-designed cars, thicker walls, electronic brakes, unsafe 
tracks & elimination of lax safety should all be scoped. 

Liability Insurance & Financial Responsibility:  Crude oil carriers typically can only 
buy $25 million in railroad liability, which is a drop in the bucket compared to the 
potential for loss.  Damages in the Lac Megantic disaster are approaching a 
combined $5 billion dollars.  As a taxpayer, I oppose paying for rail improvements 
oil companies should be funding (such as the Tiger grant), but I really oppose 
paying for their negligence, especially when most carriers are limited liability 



9 | P a g e  
 

corporations using leased tanker cars.  Are lead agencies ensuring these 
developers & their carriers have the financial resources to take financial 
responsibility for their actions, which I understand is a requirement of state law? 

Violating Permits/Inadequate Penalties:  Our existing local export terminal, 
Global Partners, which is operating out of Clakskanie, Oregon was just caught 
violating the terms of their permit exporting from what I understand was six (6) 
times their legally permitted crude oil amounts.  Incidentally, they ship from a 
former bio-fuel terminal paid for by taxpayers.  In 2012, they paid $1.6 million 
dollars in federal taxes on revenue of over $17 billion.  That’s a tax rate of less 
than 1%.  They paid a $117,000 fine for violating their permits, which amounted 
to a mere penny per barrel.  Breaking the law is quickly becoming the cheapest 
way to conduct business for these companies.     

Conclusion:  ALL negative cumulative impacts of ALL fossil fuel rail terminal & 
refinery proposals currently under consideration, not just in Washington State, 
but those passing through Washington State (such as coal trains bound for the 
British Columbia Coal Export Terminal) must be considered in their cumulative 
fullness to understand the cumulative impacts to local communities & existing 
infrastructure around Washington State.    

In closing, Robert Kennedy famously cautioned us not to excuse those willing to 
build their lives on the shattered dreams of others.    In the case of crude-by-rail 
export terminals, we should not.  Too much is at stake for our local communities.  
I love Lewis County & many communities around this area.  I care deeply for many 
people who will have their lives & livelihoods directly impacted by these terribly 
dangerous crude-by-rail proposals.  These proposals do absolutely nothing but 
damage to our communities.   

Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration of all of the above 
scoping requests. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Phil Brooke, 

Winlock, WA 

Mailing address: 

PO Box 294 

Wilkeson, WA  98396 

253.531.3353 

oldbrickhousefarm@yahoo.com 

 

mailto:oldbrickhousefarm@yahoo.com


Attached is the abbreviated comment I delivered at the Centralia, WA scoping meeting on 4/29/2014. 
That night, we had over 175 attendees. 80 individuals spoke in opposition to the crude oil export 
terminals. None spoke in favor, which was the case in both the Hoquiam & Elma meetings. For the 
record, there was no public notice of this meeting published in the Lewis County media. Also noted is 
that not one person during this process has spoken in favor of these export terminals.
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Crude Oil Train Public Scoping Comment—2.5 minutes—Delivered on 4/29/2014 

I’m a resident of Centralia, WA & work as the Risk Manager for a large employer.  
Tonight I will also be submitting the signatures of 450 of my neighbors & friends 
in opposition to these projects.  Just in Lewis County, this crude will bi-sect our 4 
largest cities.  Centralia & Chehalis have 64 crossings between them.  We have 
among the highest incidences of track trespassing in the State.  Just because an oil 
executive says safety is their highest priority, doesn’t mean this is being done 
safely.  We know crude oil train accidents occur 34 times more frequently than 
pipeline accidents for every barrel of crude shipped comparable distances.    

Industry officials just testified that not only are the DOT 111 cars unsafe for this 
use, but the new & retrofitted cars are no better.  Carriers are finding the heat 
and vibrations associated with the train trip are actually causing the refining 
process to begin en-route, making the trains even more prone to ignition when 
they reach our doorstep.  Like a can of soda in your backpack, or perhaps more 
appropriately, a meth lab.  Experts are recommending pressurized tanker cars be 
used, which makes sense.  It’s a flammable gas.  Canada just voted to phase out 
the same cars which will be running through our town.  Locally, we’re cutting back 
on fire fighters & first responders.  This is hardly a time to do something like this.     

These trains will weigh up to 143 tons each, be up to 1.5 miles or 125 cars long, & 
as a result harder to control or stop, increasing the risk of something going wrong.  
In Centralia, they’ll be managing a 90 degree turn, then running at less than 5 
miles per hour through our commercial & residential neighborhoods.  
Communities will be cut off from emergency response.   Their properties will lose 
value or become worthless. 

This crude carries an NFPA flammability rating of 4, which is considered highly 
flammable with a flash point of a hot day in July, as reported in the Chronicle.  It 
should be nowhere near barbeques, smoking, sparks or even static electricity.  
This oil also contains a baker’s dozen of known or suspected carcinogens, 
including much higher levels of leukemia-causing benzene, than was previously 
understood.  Due to their toxicity, many of these chemicals are flat out banned 
for industrial use in most of the Western world.  We know these tanker cars will 



emit tons of pollutants into our neighborhoods annually.  They have to vent, or 
they’ll explode.  Thermal imaging cameras are documenting this locally.  Federal 
officials in the Midwest are threatening to close down crude oil on-loading 
operations until lethal levels of hydrogen sulfide are brought under control.  
Oderless, hydrogen sulfide will simply kill you in high enough concentrations.  Our 
Children will be exposed to these health hazards simply by playing in their back 
yards, but won’t have the protection of occupational safety programs.   

It’s important to note none of these proposals limit the size of their future 
operations.  These companies are pursuing dredging permits with the Army Corps, 
so they can bring super-tankers into Grays Harbor, making it the cheapest & most 
convenient deep water port in the lower 48 for export to places like China.  It’s a 
fact spoken about openly in energy industry journals.  Nothing about these 
proposals is about energy independence.   

The crude oil terminal in Oregon was just caught violating the terms of their 
permit exporting over six times the legally permitted amounts according to their 
permit.  The fine was paultry & amounted to a penny a barrel for the excess crude 
oil.  Fines & enforcement are highly inadequate.  Breaking the law is quickly 
becoming a cheap cost of doing business for these companies.     

Robert Kennedy famously cautioned us not to excuse those willing to build their 
lives on the shattered dreams of others.    I love Lewis County.  I care deeply for 
many people in this room tonight.  These proposals do nothing but hurt our 
communities.  Maybe none of us in this room can get a call back from Burlington 
Northern, but I can assure you we can & will stop these truly bad ideas!  

Thank you! 

 

Phil Brooke 

Centralia, WA 

253.531.3353 



oldbrickhousefarm@yahoo.com 

 

mailto:oldbrickhousefarm@yahoo.com














































































































































































































Please acknowledge receipt of attached comment: Sity of Hoquiam Oil Terminal.docx Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment.
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Bob Eugene 
121 Woodard Rd 

Newport, WA 99156 
 
May 23, 2014 
 
Imperium and Westway EIS 
c/o ICF International 
710 Second Ave, Suite 550 
Seattle, WA  98104 
 
Dear Department of Ecology and City of Hoquiam, 

 

Please acknowledge receipt of these comments. 

 
I strongly oppose the construction of oil export terminals at Grays Harbor, WA without 
preparation of a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS).  A PEIS is a 
comprehensive review of projects with impacts that are significantly interrelated, either 
programmatically, regionally or environmentally. Please include the following in the 
environmental impact study and statement. 
 
This proposed terminal is no more than a link between the Bakken oil fields, rail transportation 
systems, a series of ports, ship transport across the Pacific Ocean to a final destination for 
thermal transfer into another type of energy. 
 
There are adverse natural environment impacts including deforestation of the lands near the oil 
fields, geological changes and similar impacts will result from construction of additional rail lines. 
 
There are adverse impacts to the air, through both diesel and other fuel emissions and fireballs 
at multiple unknown sites along the route at the scenes of rail accidents throughout the path 
from the oil fields through the entire paths to the final destination for combustion and the product 
of combustion into the atmosphere and returning to the U.S. and other countries throughout the 
globe further degrading the local environment and the climate.  Consideration of adverse 
impacts of both full and “empty” rail cars and diesel locomotives should be considered because 
other oil train corridors experience adverse impacts in both directions of rail car travel.  We 
certainly don’t need a fireball like the recent ones in Lynchburg, VA. North Dakota and Quebec, 
Canada in downtown Spokane, WA where all rail traffic passes. 
 
The Westway and Imperium terminal proposals in Grays Harbor will have significant impacts on 
the community, environment, waterways of Washington, and the future of Washington State and 
the region and I urge you to fully assess the environmental and cultural threats from these 
proposed projects. The Environmental Impact Statement for these projects should include an 
evaluation of: 



     -Cumulative impacts. Cumulative impact of the proposed projects in Grays Harbor, and other 
similar oil and fossil fuel transport projects across the region. The evaluation should include the 
increased risks related to all these projects and the impacts they would have, cumulatively, on 
the region.  

     -Risks of oil spills in our marine environment. Increased vessel traffic and associated 
increased amounts of oil traveling through waterways mean a higher risk of oil spills, especially 
given the lack of tug escorts available to tankers. The EIS should also consider what the 
economic impacts of a spill, including to the shellfish, fishing, and tourism industries, would have 
on Grays Harbor and the entire region.  

     -Risks from crude oil. Putting in place this infrastructure would allow Bakken crude oil and oil 
from the Canadian tar sands to come to Grays Harbor. The EIS should include an evaluation of 
the risks, resources needed to prevent spills, and response required related to these different 
oils. Bakken shale crude oil has been shown to be more explosive, putting our communities and 
first responders at greater risks. Tar sands sink and make cleanup of any spills much more 
difficult and expensive. 

     -Impacts to Grays Harbor communities. Community impacts, particularly the impacts of more 
trains causing traffic backups that will impact accessibility between homes, businesses, 
emergency resources, and communities on both sides of the rail tracks from Spokane to Grays 
Harbor.  

Public health impacts. The EIS should include the health risks to communities from Spokane to 
Grays Harbor from increased train traffic, air emissions from the diesel used pulling the trains, 
and the emissions from storage tanks and transfer of the oil to oil tankers. Evaluation should 
include a separate Health Impact Assessment, an objective evaluation of the potential health 
impacts of the projects. 

     -Environmental impacts, including threats to streams, wetlands, fishing areas, shellfish beds, 
and migratory bird habitats. These threats should be evaluated along the entire transport route 
of the crude oil -- from possible areas where the crude oil is sourced to Grays Harbor to where 
the crude oil goes from Grays Harbor. This includes threat of oil spills, air emissions, accidents, 
and the infrastructure updates required to transport the crude oil on the environmental 
resources. 

     -Climate impacts related to the greenhouse gas emissions from the fracking, tar sands 
extraction, transporting -- both by rail and marine vessel -- as well as the refining and burning of 
this crude oil.    

Of particular importance is the threat of oil spills and other accidents and the impact based on 
the type of crude oil -- Bakken shale or Canadian tar sands -- and how, based on the type of 
crude oil, a spills and accident would be prevented, and, in the case of an accident, cleaned up.  

Regarding the built environment, the proposed terminal will likely be noisy and would need to be 
well buffered; the increased train traffic and shipping traffic to and from the terminal will disrupt 
other surface traffic, and potentially impacting emergency response.  Shale oil, under the right 



conditions can ignite, and large quantities of such fuel will be very difficult to extinguish, likely 
resulting in significant air pollution, and result in injury or death to employees and emergency 
responders. 
 
The terminal will provide blight on the ocean shores, whereas an alternative use for this property 
could provide a more compatible use and provide significantly greater economic benefit to the 
region with significant adverse environmental impacts. 
 
There is likely to be adverse impacts to passenger train service, but with the number an length 
of oil trains proposed, and the residual diesel fumes that will be left along the tracks with each 
train, even those passengers traveling will experience air quality degradation even if there are 
no delays in their travel schedules. 
 
The BNSF railway has indicated that oil (and coal) trains will take priority over agricultural and 
soft goods trains.  Washington and Idaho rely on rail transportation to move their harvested 
crops to market.  Agriculture is a significant economic driver for both Washington and Idaho, 
and the adverse impact on local agriculture needs to be taken into consideration. 
 
An alternative that should be seriously considered is the “no action” alternative.  The terminals 
should not be built because of the significant adverse impacts that will result if this terminal 
facilitated the degradation of the global environment. 
 
If the “no action” alternative is not chosen, the following mitigation measures should be seriously 
considered: 

1. Limit oil transported into the state and into the terminal be limited to being shipped within 
double wall containers to limit leakage from escaping along the transportation route and 
within the terminal. 

2. Limit oil transported into the state to compartmented oil tanker rail cars that sub-divide 
compartments to no more than 10,000 gallons each and with tank constructions that are 
intended to limit the heat transferred to the primary tank when the construction is 
exposed to a 2-hour hydrocarbon pool fire and are provided with protection from physical 
damage. Tanks appropriately identified by product markings provide additional 
protection for the primary tank against projectile impact and vehicle impact. 

3. Limit the storage volume of oil within or external to containers to limit the potential of 
ignition of oil into an inferno that exceeds the readily available fire extinguishing systems 
and require that the storage tanks constructions that are intended to limit the heat 
transferred to the primary tank when the construction is exposed to a 2-hour 
hydrocarbon pool fire and are provided with protection from physical damage. Tanks 
appropriately identified by product markings provide additional protection for the primary 
tank against projectile impact and vehicle impact.. 

4. Require the terminal to have a plan acceptable to the local fire department/district, 
department of ecology, state fire marshal and other entities as applicable to mitigate 
excess product from being delivered to the terminal when offshore markets are not 
receiving oil.  This plan should consider that other countries may shift from oil-fired 



thermal energy plants, vessels may not be available to transport oil from the terminal or 
other circumstances that a reasonable person could anticipate. 

5. Require a surcharge of not less than $10.00 per barrel of oil received into the terminal to 
pay for necessary transportation and infrastructure improvements and maintenance to 
avoid placing such burdens on taxpayers that are not benefiting from the terminal,  Any 
excess funds beyond those necessary for transportation and infrastructure 
improvements shall be used for environmentally friendly energy production such as 
wind, solar, or wave energy and clean energy storage such as high capacity battery 
storage.  Additionally, no tax incentive should be paid for the benefit of the owners for 
the drilling or transportation of the oil to or through the terminal. 

6. All rail crossings should be required to be grade separated from surface travel to avoid 
long delays of normal travel and emergency vehicle travel.  Taxpayers that do not 
benefit from the terminal should not be inconvenienced in their daily lives for the benefit 
of the terminal owners/operators.  The grade separated crossings should be a condition 
of approval and should be in place prior to the expansion of the terminal. 

7. All current state and federal subsidies to oil producers should be terminated and the 
funds should be re-directed into clean energy alternatives and direct societal benefits. 

 

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to reject these unprecedented 
applications for the Westway and Imperium terminals in Grays Harbor. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

 

 

s/ Bob Eugene 





Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these two projects. In a previous response sent to Ms. 
Toteff and Brian Shay we expressed our disbelief that these type of projects would be proposed in an 
area which is susceptible to sea level rise, earthquake activity and is in a tsunami zone. Despite the 
logic for rejection of these proposals due to these major factors we have listed additional concerns. The 
following need to be discussed for all the proposed Imperium, Westway and new US Development
terminals. First and foremost, the effect of a major oil spill in Grays Harbor would be catastrophic and 
the effects of an earthquake and and/or tsunami on oil facilities located at the Port of Grays Harbor 
would change Aberdeen, Hoquiam and surrounding communities forever. A detailed scoping must 
include this worst case consequence of placing 30 million gallons of oil at the Imperium terminal
which would increase ship traffic by 200 ships or barges per year and 33 million gallons of oil at the 
Westway terminal including 64 barge movements per year. The cumulative effects on the environment 
must be inclusive. If three oil terminal where placed in Grays Harbor what would be the affects to 
cities all along the route from North Dakota to Grays Harbor? What would be the impacts to
Washington’s economy? Specifically, the Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for Westway and 
Imperium needs to be a comprehensive environmental and economic analysis reaching past the 
specific building of the facilities to the consequences for our coastal communities, Grays Harbor itself 
and the impact to the citizens and economy associated with the entire process including the
implications of fracking.
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Specific Areas of Concern LAND: 
 

1) What type of mitigation and insurance measures are in place if an earthquake and 
tsunami impacts the oil facilities?  Who pays for the cleanup? The Tohoku Japan tsunami 
in 2011 caused fuel storage containers in Japan to fail. Failure of these containers 
resulted in major damage to Japanese cities where fuel leaked out of the containment 
basins that surrounded the storage areas. Oil damage is difficult to clean up and often 
precludes rehabilitation of any contaminated structures. 

2) What types of storage tanks are being proposed and what is the rating for withstanding 
a tsunami event? 

3) What type of cable system will be used to ensure the storage tanks will remain secure 
during a tsunami event? 

 
The Westway and Imperium sites are located on soils derived from dredge materials that have a 
high liquefaction susceptibility factor.  Both locations are rated by the National Earthquake 
Hazards Reduction Program as a seismic class D-E site.  However, both proposed bulk facility 
projects are located on past lagoon fills (see attached map).  Since the surrounding areas which 
weren’t lagoon fills are Classified D-E1 does this indicate the site class for the specific project 
area needs to re-classified to a more susceptible level like F?   
 
Our questions are; 
 

4) Why is there a difference of 75 feet regarding piles driven into the ground from the 
proponents? 

5) What are the piles being driven into?  What are the well logs and the detailed geologic 
assessments that have been conducted? 

6) What is the depth to bed rock? 
7) The project is located in a potentially earthquake and liquefaction hazard zone; how are 

you going to mitigate if an accident occurs?  What type of insurance and coverage do 
the proponents have? 
 

Attached is a map showing various earthquake faults, earthquakes and liquefaction potential 
near Grays Harbor.  Has this type of analysis been conducted in the environmental assessment 
for the terminals? 
 

                                                            
1 D-E sites: 
• Structures must be designed to resist seismic forces.  
• Only structural systems that are capable of providing superior performance permitted. 
• Many types of irregularities are prohibited. 
• Nonstructural components that could cause injury must be provided with seismic restraint. 
• Nonstructural systems required for life safety protection must be demonstrated to be capable of post-

earthquake functionality. 
• Special construction quality assurance measures are required. 
 



8) Has there been an assessment regarding the structural damage that would happen 
during a smaller 5 to 7 magnitude event to the proposed facility? 

9) How can you explain the practicability of increasing the oil capacity of these facilities 
knowing the dangers associated with their location? 

Specific Areas of Concern WATER: 
 
According proponent documents pre-booming of all oil transfers over water is required to be 
safe and effective.  Since the Chehalis River typically has a strong current and debris present 
how is that possible?  According to the proponents documents if pre-booming cannot be safely 
conducted, alternative measures are required. 
 

10) What exactly are the alternative measures?  We want to see an investigative review of 
exactly what steps will be taken to protect against spilling oil in water in adverse 
conditions? 

 
The Grays Harbor planning standard in WAC 173-182-405 specifies time and equipment 
requirements, including boom that is capable of encountering oil at advancing speeds of at 
least two knots in waves and appropriate for the operating environment.  According to the 
Imperium SEPA “this standard shall be required in the facility’s Spill Contingency Plan.” 
 

11) Since the annual average wind speed in Hoquiam averages 9.3 miles per hour (according 
to the Western Regional Climate Center), how are going to control an oil spill in fast 
currents and with high winds (averaging above 2 knots or 2.3 mph)? 

 
“Additional mitigation measure:  In order to mitigate the risk of a spill impacting waters near 
identified sensitive areas such as the Chehalis River and associated wetlands.  A map identifying 
the locations and equipment of the caches shall be provided to Ecology for approval.” 
 

12) How can there be specific locations along the entire route that crosses over hundreds 
of streams and wetlands associated with the Chehalis River?  We believe this is not 
possible.  Seriously, what mitigation measures can stop an oil spill from damaging 
wetlands and the Chehalis River?  Just look at the mess the recent Tar Sands oil 
pipeline rupture (March 26, 2013) has caused to the community in Mayflower 
Arkansas! 

 
“Oil Spill Prevention for the Vessel Route to Reduce Risk of a Spill” you state “All crude oil 
tankers and oil barges shall be covered by the oil spill contingency plan held by Washington 
State Maritime Cooperative and approved by Ecology.” 
 

13) Where is the plan and why was it not in the Imperium SEPA document? 
 
“Pilots shall schedule the departure of loaded vessels to coincide with the high tide to prevent 
the potential for grounding.” 
 



14) Which “high tides”? 
15) What would the minimum high tide height be required for the departure of such large 

vessels to prevent grounding? 
16) How will strong winds, currents and storms in Grays Harbor and along the Washington 

Coast effect departures? 
17) How many times a month do such tides occur? 

 
There will be increases in ship traffic proposed by Imperium and Westway. 
 

18) What would the economic impacts be to commercial fishers, charters, oyster harvesters 
and sports boats wanting to access these areas? 

19) Where is the full Environmental Impact Statement including a cost benefit analysis to 
determine the economic pros and cons associated with the ship and barge traffic in this 
proposal for Grays Harbor? 

20) What is the effect of increased water traffic on marine mammals and aquatic life? 
21) What is the acoustic pollution derived from the cumulative underwater noise of vessel 

traffic on mammals and aquatic life and the impact to migrations of marine mammals? 
 
In the Imperium SEPA under “ Oil Spill Prevention for the Vessel Route to Reduce Risk of a Spill” 
it states,   “In the case of a vessel casualty offshore (like a loss of propulsion or sinking), 
response tugs at Neah Bay and Columbia River could provide assistance, however, response 
times will depend on tug availability and weather conditions.”  Are you serious?  This is not an 
acceptable action plan.  This is an environmental disaster waiting to happen.  There are times 
when the bar is closed for more than a week! 
 

22) Why is a response team of tugs not being stationed out of Grays Harbor?  Should this 
not be a mandatory requirement of all involved to fund a response team of tugs station 
out of Grays Harbor? 

 
23) What mitigation measures will be in place to protect migrating marine mammals?  What 

federal agencies will be contacted to determine any type of marine impacts? 
 
Specific Areas of Concern RAIL: 
 
The Puget Sound and Pacific (PSAP) Railroad has a contract with a spill response contractor to 
respond to any derailment or spill along the route from Centralia to Grays Harbor.  Evidently, a 
spill response plan has been submitted to the Federal Railroad Agency. 
 

24) What are the exact details of the spill response plan that has been submitted to the 
Federal Railroad Agency? 

25) Why is this document not part of the EIS process so it can be reviewed by all concerned 
parties?  



26) As part of the permit, all pertinent spill response documents for the PSAP railroad need 
to be disclosed to the public and local response agencies. Will this occur, and if not, 
why? 

 
There needs to be an analysis of the impact of increased railroad traffic from North Dakota to 
Grays Harbor!  If there is a threefold increase in train traffic as proposed documents state there 
will not be a significantly impacted traffic patterns. 
 

27) What data do you have to support this statement? 
28) Has there been an analysis of traffic impacts from the proposed project? 
29) How does it affect all communities along the rail lines?  

 
According to documents from Westway “a Rail Transportation Impact Analysis” is to be 
completed prior to receiving the project Certificate of Occupancy for operation.   
 

30)  When will a rail transportation impact analysis be completed for all of the cities before 
the construction of the terminals?  When can we expect this analysis?  

 
According to the manufactures of the crude by rail tank cars they cannot make the cars safe 
because to do so would make the cars too heavy to transport oil.  According to Mr. Williams of 
Genese/Wyoming the four recent derailments along their line from Centralia to the Port of 
Grays Harbor happened due to rain. 
 

31) How then can the Balkin crude be safety transported since the U.S Department of 
Transportation has stated the 110 and 111 tank cars are unsafe and the rail lines are 
susceptible to derailment due to rainfall?  

 
Specific Areas of Concern Fresh and Salt Water Fish: 
 

32) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Bucaccio Rockfish? 

 
33) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the Federally Endangered Snake River Sockeye Salmon? 
 

34) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 
Federally Endangered Snake River Sockeye Salmon? 

 
35) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Bull Trout? 
 

36) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor drainages ensure the protection 
of the Federally Threatened Bull Trout? 

 



37) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the Federally Threatened Canary Rockfish? 

 
38) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Columbia River Chinook 
Salmon? 

 
39) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Columbia River Chinook Salmon? 
40) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Columbia River Chum 
Salmon? 

 
41) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Columbia River Chum Salmon? 
 

42) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Columbia River Coho 
Salmon? 

 
43) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Columbia River Coho Salmon? 
 

44) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Columbia River 
Steelhead Trout? 

 
45) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Green Sturgeon? 
 

46) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 
Federally Threatened Green Sturgeon? 

 
47) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Columbia River Steelhead Trout? 
 

48) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federally Threatened Eulachon? 

 
49) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Eulachon? 
 

50) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the Federally Threatened Hood Canal Summer Chum Salmon? 



 
51) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the Federally Threatened Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon? 
 

52) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the Federally Threatened Puget Sound Chinook Salmon? 

 
53) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the Federally Threatened Puget Sound Steelhead Trout? 
 

54) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federally Threatened Yelloweye Rockfish? 

 
55) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the protection of the Federal Species of Concern Copper Rockfish? 
 

56) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the State Candidate Greenstriped Rockfish? 

 
57) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Grays Harbor drainages ensure the 

protection of the State Sensitive Olympic Mudminnow? 
 

58) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Pacific Hake? 

 
59) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Quillback Rockfish? 
 

60) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Pacific Herring? 

 
61) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Quillback 
Rockfish? 

 
62) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate Redstripe Rockfish? 
 

63) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern River Lamprey? 

 
64) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Grays Harbor drainages ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern River Lamprey? 
 



65) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate Tiger Rockfish? 

 
66) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the State Candidate Widow Rockfish? 
 

67) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federal Species of Concern Pacific Lamprey? 

 
68) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Western and Eastern Washington ensure 

the protection of the Federal Species of Concern Pacific Lamprey? 
 

69) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 
State Candidate Leopard Dace? 

 
70) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

State Candidate Umatilla Dace? 
 

71) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 
State Candidate Mountain Sucker? 

 
72) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

State Sensitive and Federal Species of Concern Pygmy Whitefish? 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Bird Life: 
 

73) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federally Threatened Marbled Murrelet which spends most of its 
life within 5 miles of the Washington coast?  

 
74) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the forage fish for the Marbled Murrelet which includes the Pacific Herring, Anchovy, 
Pacific Sand Lance, Capelin and Krill will be protected from a spill? 

 
75) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 

of the State Endangered American White Pelican? 
 

76) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the State Endangered and Federal Species of Concern Brown Pelican? 

 
77) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 

of the State Endangered Sandhill Crane? 
 



78) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federally Threatened Snowy Plover? 

 
79) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Sensitive and Federal Species of Concern 
Bald Eagle? 

 
80) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 

the State Sensitive and Federal Species of Concern Bald Eagle? 
 

81) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Northern Goshawk? 

 
82) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Western Washington State ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Pileated Woodpecker? 
 

83) How will a rail oil spill response plan for South Western Washington State ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Purple Martin? 

 
84) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Cassin’s Auklet? 
 

85) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Sensitive and Federal Species of Concern Peregrine Falcon? 

 
86) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Brandt’s Commorant? 
 

87) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Yellow-billed Cuckoo? 

 
88) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Common Murre? 
 

89) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 
of the State Threatened Ferruginous Hawk? 

 
90) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Tufted Puffin? 
 

91) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 
of the State Candidate Flammulated Owl? 

 



92) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Western Grebe? 

 
93) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 

the State Candidate Western Grebe? 
 

94) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate Golden Eagle? 

 
95) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 

of the State Threatened Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse? 
 

96) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Sensitive Common Loon? 

 
97) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Sensitive Common Loon? 
 

98) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 
of the State Threatened and Federal Candidate Greater Sage Grouse? 

 
99) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 

of the State Candidate Burrowing Owl? 
 

100) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwestern Washington ensure the 
protection of the Federally Threatened Streaked Horned Lark? 

 
101) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Streaked 
Horned Lark? 

 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Mammals: 
 

102) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Blue Whale? 

 
103) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Endangered Northern Sea 
Otter? 

 
104) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 

protection of the Federally Threatened Tenino Pocket Gopher? 
 



105) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 
protection of the Federally Threatened Yelm Pocket Gopher? 

 
106) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 

protection of the State Threatened Mazama (western) Pocket Gopher? 
 

107) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 
protection of the Federally Endangered Columbian White-tailed Deer? 

 
108) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Sperm Whale? 
 

109) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Threatened and Federal Species 
of Concern Stellar Sea Lion? 

 
110) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Fin Whale? 
 

111) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 
protection of the State Species of Concern White-tailed Jack Rabbit? 

 
112) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Species of Concern Gray Whale? 
 

113) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 
protection of the Federally Endangered Gray Wolf? 

 
114) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 

protection of the State Threatened Western Gray Squirrel? 
 

115) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Gray-tailed Vole? 

 
116) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Harbor Porpoise? 
 

117) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Humpback 
Whale? 

 
118) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Killer Whale? 
 



 
 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Mollusk: 
 

119) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate California Floater? 

 
120) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Dalle’s Sideband? 
 

121) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Columbia Oregonian Mollusk? 

 
122) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Columbia Pebblesnail? 
 

123) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Northern Abalone? 

 
124) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Giant Columbia River Limpet? 
 

125) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Newcomb’s Littorine 
Snail? 

 
Specific Areas of Concern Reptiles and Amphibians: 
 

126) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Black River drainage in Grays Harbor 
ensure the protection of the State Endangered and Federal Candidate Oregon Spotted 
Frog? 

 
127) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Loggerhead Sea 
Turtle? 

 
128) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Sagebrush Lizard? 
 

129) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 
protection of the State Endangered Northern Leopard Frog? 

 



130) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Cascade Torrent Salamander? 

 
131) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Columbia Spotted Frog? 
 

132) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Western Toad? 

 
133) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwestern Washington State ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate Dunn’s Salamander? 
 

134) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwestern Washington State ensure 
the protection of the State Candidate Van Dyke’s Salamander? 

 
135) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Green Sea 
Turtle? 

 
136) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Leatherback 
Sea Turtle? 

 
Specific Areas of Concern Insects: 
 

137) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Columbia Clubtail? 

 
138) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Columbia River Tiger Beetle? 
 

139) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the Federally Endangered Taylor’s Checkerspot? 

 
140) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Thurston County and Eastern 

Washington State ensure the protection of the State Endangered and Federal Species of 
Concern Mardon Skipper? 

 
141) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Juniper Haristreak? 
 

142) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Eastern Washington State ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Silver-bordered bog fritillary? 

 



143) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Chinquapin Hairstreak? 

 
144) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwestern Washington State ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate Valley Silverspot? 
 

145) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor County Washington ensure 
the protection of the State Candidate Puget Blue? 

 
146) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor County Washington ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Queen Charlotte’s 
Copper? 

 
147) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor County and Southwestern 

Washington State ensure the protection of the State Candidate Johnson’s Hairstreak? 
 

148) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Pacific Clubtail? 

 
Specific Areas of Concern Other Species: 
 

149) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Eastern Washington State ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Giant Palouse Earthworm? 

 
150) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Thurston County Washington ensure the 

protection of the Leschi’s Millipede? 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Global: 
 
The projects are expected to increases CO2 by more than 15,000 metric pounds a year.  Reports 
show that pH is decreasing to critical levels in the Pacific Ocean.  Increases in CO2 are directly 
linked to this problem.  Question; 
 

151) Oyster spat are dying by the millions in Willapa Bay due to lower pH and oyster 
growers are increasingly desperate to get oyster to grow.  How can there be justification 
to contribute to this problem by increasing CO2 with the proposed terminals?   

 
Specific Areas of Concern Air Pollution: 
 

152) How will the crude oil rail cars be vented to protect the air quality people and 
animals breath as the rail cars travel from North Dakota to Grays Harbor? 

 



153) How will the oil tanks at Westway and Imperium be vented to protect the air 
quality people and animals breath in the Port of Grays Harbor and surrounding 
communities? 
 

154) How will the transfer of oil from the tanks to vessels be vented to protect the air 
quality people and animals breath in the Port of Grays Harbor and surrounding 
communities? 

 
Specific Areas of Concern Exploding DOT 111 Rail Cars: 
 

155) According to the National Transportation and Safety Board the Bakken North 
Dakota Crude Oil is more explosive and flammable than traditional crude oil – How will 
this be mitigated along the entire rail line from North Dakota to Grays Harbor to ensure 
the safety and well-being of all people living within 5 miles of the rail line? 

 
156) The DOT 111 rail cars are not safe to carry Bakken North Dakota Crude Oil – Who 

will pay to mitigate for the fire, police, and ambulance services required to protect 
against a failed transport of such a volatile cargo? 

 
157) The DOT 111 rail cars have a high incident of tank failure during derailments – 

How will this be corrected so as not to endanger the public’s safety? 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Economic Impacts to Communities: 
 

158) A 20-30% percent drop in home values could be expected for communities  
with crude oil trains passing through them.  Who will pay the home owners for the drop in 
home values associated with crude oil by rail? 
 

159) Who will pay for the 7,000 residents that could lose their livelihood if an oil spill 
should devastate the marine resources in Grays Harbor or along the Washington Coast? 

 
160) Who will pay for the homes along Grays Harbor and the Washington Coast that 

would be destroyed by an oil spill? 
 

161) Who will pay for the agricultural lands that would be destroyed by a rail car 
derailment leaking thousands of gallons of crude oil during a flood event along the 
Chehalis River? 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 



 
 
 
General Question(s): 
 

162) Are all three crude oil terminal proposals and their combined impacts going to be 
included in this EIS?  

a. If not, why? 
b. All three proposals should be included in this EIS, including US Development.  

163) All questions above and herein that are applicable need apply to all communities 
affected by increased train traffic, from North Dakota to Hoquiam and as such, impacts to those 
communities, their economies, infrastructure, environment, must be included in this EIS.   

 
National Security:  
 
The Railroads for National Defense Program (RND) ensures the readiness capability of the national 
railroad network to support defense deployment and peacetime needs. The Program integrates defense 
rail needs into civil sector planning affecting the Nation’s railroad system. Rail transportation is 
extremely important to DOD since our heavy and tracked vehicles will deploy by rail to seaports of 
embarkation. The RND Program, in conjunction with the US Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), 
established the Strategic Rail Corridor Network (STRACNET) to ensure DOD’s minimum rail needs are 
identified and coordinated with appropriate transportation authorities. STRACNET is an interconnected 



and continuous rail line network consisting of over 36,000 miles of track serving over 130 defense 
installations. We work with state DOTs, the American Association of Railroads (AAR), the Surface 
Transportation Board (STB), the American Railway Engineering and Maintenance of Way Association 
(AREMA), the Railway Industrial Clearance Association (RICA), the FRA, and individual railroad 
companies to protect this railroad infrastructure…http://www.tea.army.mil/DODProg/RND/default.htm    
 
The Puget Sound and Pacific Railroad is considered an important connector line in the STRACNET 
system, serving Naval Base Kitsap, a naval base consisting of Naval Submarine Base Bangor, and Naval 
Station Bremerton. http://www.cnic.navy.mil/regions/cnrnw/installations/navbase_kitsap.html  
 

164) In the event of a national emergency and/or disaster; how will increased rail traffic on 
the PSAP impact the US Government and US military’s ability to move and transport materials, 
troops, weapons, and equipment to and from Naval Base Kitsap? (I.e. in the event of an 
earthquake and tsunami on the coast, additional unit trains on the rail line could hamper 
recovery efforts…) 

a. Will Naval Base Kitsap and the US Military be continuously informed of each Crude Oil 
train entering and leaving the PSAP for preparedness purposes?  

i. If not, why?    
b. Hazardous Materials, including Trident Nuclear Missiles, have been transported on the 

PSAP in the past, how will increased rail traffic effect the military’s ability to transport 
such materials effectively and safely through communities in the future? 

165) Terrorism is a constant threat, with militia groups and home grown terrorism on the 
rise, for example, the Grays Harbor County Patriot Militia. How will the PSAP, Port of Grays 
Harbor and companies proposing crude oil terminals deal with the possibility of Crude Oil trains 
and facilities becoming targets for both terrorist abroad, and home grown?  

a. How will these proposals deal with the threat of sabotage and or terrorism to the trains 
and terminals?  

b. How will rail infrastructure be adequately protected from such possible threats?  
c. Or our communities? 

166) Cybersecurity: It is understood a good portion of these new facilities will be highly 
automated; leaving them very vulnerable to cyber terrorism; as such, how vulnerable will these 
new facilities be to a possible cyber-attack?  

a. What kind of damage would a cyber-attack cause to such proposed facilities? 
b. What is the worst case scenario for such an event and how will these companies deal 

with it?  
i. What are the impacts of such an event to the local community, environment 

and economy?  
ii. What countermeasures could be used to make sure such an attack never 

happens?  
iii. Will these companies use such preventative measures?  
iv. If not, why?  
v. If so, will they be the most effective measures available, or not? 

vi. If not, why?  
167) Rail-infrastructure: As described above, in the event of a national emergency/disaster, 

the STRACNET system is vital to national security. How will increased rail traffic associated with 
these projects impact the PSAP’s responsibility/or ability to maintain its railway to federal 
standards, specifically the portion of the line that is part of the STRACNET system? 

http://www.tea.army.mil/DODProg/RND/default.htm
http://www.cnic.navy.mil/regions/cnrnw/installations/navbase_kitsap.html


a. How will increased wear on the rails and associated infrastructure throughout the 
lifetime of these proposals impact the ability of the US Military and Navy for national 
readiness and regional defense?  

 
Rail Infrastructure:  
 
With four derailments occurring within a month of each other on the PSAP, severe doubt has been cast 
on the railroads ability to maintain its own infrastructure, not only for any future rail traffic such as the 
oil trains associated with these proposals, but for current rail traffic levels as well. The first derailment 
occurred on the east end of the Aberdeen rail yard, the second occurred in front of Wal-Mart, the third 
on Devonshire road near Central Park, and the fourth north of Centralia. In all cases, these derailments 
occurred below 15 MPH. Failing ties saturated with rain water were found to be the cause of the first 
two derailments. It’s important to note that these ties were already failing to begin with, not just 
because it happened to be raining, which does on a regular basis in Grays Harbor. Deferred maintenance 
by the railroad has been cited as a possible cause for these derailments.  
 
The PSAP has stated that an extensive overhaul of the railroad would be required before any hazardous 
materials like CBR would be allowed to traverse the rails. However, the PSAP fails to mention they 
already transport highly volatile methanol, a hazardous material which could explode similarly to the 
Crude by rail. This statement casts doubt on the Railroads validity.  
 

168) What investments in PSAP infrastructure will take place before Crude Oil is transported 
through Grays Harbor? 

a. Why haven’t these investments already taken place for the methanol cars, which are a 
highly flammable and combustible hazardous material? 

b. How much will these improvements cost? 
c. Who will pay for such improvements?  
d. Will these improvements be made before or after the proposed facilities become 

operationally complete? 
169) With a history of derailments, prior to the latest four, will the PSAP be mandated to 

upgrade their entire track, from Centralia to Hoquiam, to Class 1 standards before any crude oil 
trains are permitted?  

a. Will the PSAP be required to stop using the practice of deferred maintenance on the 
PSAP mainline before these proposals are complete? This simple action could have 
prevented the first two derailments and possibly the last two as well.  

b. Will the PSAP be required to replace all outdated, structurally obsolete wooden and 
steel bridges with modern versions before these proposals are complete? This would 
reduce noise pollution from increased CBR rail traffic, substantially reduce the likelihood 
of a major derailment and Crude Oil spill in a river or stream, and increase safety for all 
other products being transported on the line. Also would allow for increased train 
speeds and less traffic blockage in cities. Removal of creosote pilings would also benefits 
the environment. 

c. Will the PSAP be required to replace all outdated obsolete concrete/steel culverts with 
fish passable versions where applicable before these proposals are complete? This 
would reduce the chances of derailments causing potential spills of Crude Oil in small 
streams and wetlands along the line; also would allow for faster train speeds, less traffic 
blockage in cities, and habitat gain for salmonid species.    



d. Will the PSAP be required to upgrade all major crossings to modern standards, using 
concrete padded crossings and proper warning signals and signage before these 
proposals are complete?  

i. Will the PSAP be required to create new Quiet zones in all cities along the line?  
ii. Furthermore will the PSAP be required to inspect and replace all private 

crossings where need be?  
These actions would increases safety, decreases noise pollution and increases train 
speeds, while also decreasing traffic blockage in cities.  

e. Will the PSAP be required to replace all wood sleepers with modern concrete sleepers 
before these proposals are complete? Including sleeper pads were needed for turns and 
corners?  

This was done to the transcontinental Adelaide–Darwin railway in Australia, also 
owned by Genesee and Wyoming; advantages include;  
• Can be cheaper than wooden alternatives. 
• Does not need to be treated with chemicals.  
• Does not rot.  
• Extra weight makes track more stable, particularly with changes in temperature. 
• Withstand fire hazards better than wooden sleepers.  
• Longer life than wooden sleepers.  
• Less maintenance means lower ongoing costs and fewer track closures.  
• The date (or at least the 2-digit year) of manufacture is usually molded into the 

top surface. 
Overall, would improve safety, speed of trains; removal of creosote coated sleepers 
would benefit the environment. There would also be less maintenance costs in the long 
run and less chance of a derailment and spill.  

f. Will the PSAP be required to replace the contrary old rail subgrade where need be while 
also cleaning and replacing ballast with modern rock ballast before these proposals are 
complete? (Larger ballast required for concrete sleepers). Would reduce maintenance 
and chances of derailments and spills, especially during a natural disaster, such as an 
earthquake.  

g. Will the PSAP be required to replace all track with standard gauge continuously welded 
track before these proposals are complete? This would reduce noise pollution from 
increased CBR trains and also strengthen rails, reduce maintenance cost, and reduce the 
chances of derailments.  

170) Will the PSAP be required to install and operate a smart transportation system for the 
entire line before these proposals are complete? Would inform first responders along the tracks 
when a train would be passing through, would warn drivers in key areas of Grays Harbor how 
long they have before a train blocks their route, for example, reader boards at the Olympic 
Gateway Mall could inform shoppers of how long they have until the next train passes through. 
System could also help streamline the railroad, making it far safer and more efficient.  
 

Rail Safety:  
 

171) How will increased train traffic from these proposals impact safety in our cities? 
a. With increased train traffic comes an increased chance of fatalities due to train related 

accidents; civilian or railroad workers. What is the estimated percentage increase of 
possible deaths associated with an increased percentage of train traffic? 



b.  Will there be any public outreach; in our schools and cities, to re-emphasize rail safety 
due to an increased amount of train traffic from these proposals? 

c. If not, why?  
d. As part of the EIS it should be required that monthly rail safety meetings are made 

available to the public in each of the affected cities and towns along the rail line. Will 
this be required?  

a. If not, why? 
e. Every school in close proximity to the railroad must have classes on rail safety. Will this 

be required? 
a. If not, why?  

172) What cumulative effects will increased train traffic from these proposals have on those 
of the community who suffer from respiratory illnesses, including but not limited to asthma?  

a. What are the direct impacts to human health from the diesel locomotives and the 
exhaust they produce?  

i. What particulates are produced by these motors and what are the possible 
health risks associated with them?  

ii. What are the indirect health impacts, multigenerational and through the life of 
these projects, which may or may not be caused by prolonged exposure to this 
exhaust?  

b. What are the direct impacts to human health from the venting of crude oil fumes from 
the tanker cars?  

i. What particulates and gasses are produced by this venting and hat are the 
possible health risks associated with them?  

ii. What are the indirect health impacts, multigenerational and through the life of 
these projects, which may or may not be caused by prolonged exposure to 
these fumes?  

c. These cumulative impacts impact not only Grays Harbor but every community along the 
rails carrying this product, from North Dakota to Hoquiam. Will the EIS include these 
health impacts to all people living within close proximity to these rail routes?  

 
Tourism and Real-estate:  
 

173) What impacts will this increased rail traffic from these proposals have to tourism in our 
cities? 

a. Of the terminal facilities themselves, what impact will they have to the local tourism 
industry?  

i. What impacts will these industrial proposals make to the perception of Grays 
Harbor?   

174) What impacts will these proposals have on the local real-estate markets?  
a. What impacts will the proposed terminals have on the housings prices in residential 

neighborhoods near them?  
b. What impacts will the increased rail traffic have on local real-estate values, in each city 

in Grays Harbor?  
  

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 



The following is a list of ALL cities and towns (w/ established governments) located on or near a railroad 
carrying Crude Oil into the States of Washington and Oregon from the Bakken Oil Fields in North Dakota. 

This list does not include;  

1.) Small towns/cities who do not have an established form of government such as an elected mayor & 
city council.  

2.) Small towns/cities who do not have an official government website or affiliated public website 
displaying appropriate contact information for local elected officials.  

3.) Small towns/cities whose websites or affiliated websites are potentially dangerous, or are considered 
inappropriate.   

WARNING: Be aware that the following websites for listed towns and cities are for the most part, official 
sites, or are affiliated with local governments and display pertinent contact information. However; 
please be warned that by clicking on ANY of the following links you may be putting your computer at 
risk of getting a harmful virus or malware program. Even though none of the below links proved to be 
harmful when finding and listing them, that does not mean they are not harmful. Please use caution 
when using this list.  

This list is intended for research and public awareness/outreach purposes only.  

Work Credited to: Jarred Figlar-Barnes 

# 

List Info:  

Cities listed as follows: City Name, State, Zip-code*, Population**, and Website. 

* Cities with multiple Zip-codes do not have a specific code listed. 

** 2012 US Census (estimated) Population is in bold (2000 or 2010 official census counts will be marked 
with an * if no data was found for 2012). *** 

*** Canadian city/municipality census data from Canada’s 2011 census will be marked with a red *. 

The Cities of Auburn and Everett are listed twice and are noted as such with **, both cities appear in 
two separate route lists, as such, Population Data appears in red as a reminder to not count cities 
twice in adding up regional populations;  

# 

Main CBR Route from North Dakota to Spokane, Washington (Cities proceed East to West): 

North Dakota:  

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Tioga, ND 58852, 1,244 - http://www.tiogand.net/ 
• Ray, ND 58849, 609 - http://www.raynd.com/  
• Williston, ND 58801, 18,532 - http://www.cityofwilliston.com/  

Southern Branch Sub-Route (from South to North): 

Montana:  

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe   

http://www.tiogand.net/
http://www.raynd.com/
http://www.cityofwilliston.com/


• Sidney, Mt 59270, 5,934 - http://www.cityofsidneymt.com/index.html  
• Fairview, Mt 59221, 939 - http://www.midrivers.com/~fairview/  

Main Route from East to West (Cont.): 

Montana: 

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Culbertson, Mt 59218, 768 - http://www.culbertsonmt.com/  
• Poplar, Mt 59255, 845 - http://www.poplarmt.com/poplar.htm  
• Wolf Point, Mt 59201, 2,733 - http://ci.wolf-point.mt.us/  
• Glasgow, Mt 59230, 3,319 - http://www.glasgowmontana.com/index.php  
• Malta, Mt 59538, 1,936 - http://www.maltachamber.com/phillco/municip.htm  
• Chinook, Mt 59523, 1,242 - http://www.cityofchinook.com/  
• Havre, Mt 59501, 9,620 - http://ci.havre.mt.us/  
• Chester, Mt 59522, 873 - http://chester-montana.com/  
• Shelby, Mt 59474, 3,327 - http://www.shelbymt.com/  
• Cut Bank, Mt 59427, 2,963 - http://www.cityofcutbank.org/  
• Columbia Falls, Mt 59912, 4,712 - http://cityofcolumbiafalls.org/  
• Whitefish, Mt 59937, 6,460 - http://www.cityofwhitefish.org/  
• Libby, Mt 59923, 2,688 - http://www.libbymontana.com/  

Idaho: 

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Bonners Ferry, ID 83805, 2,610 - http://www.bonnersferry.id.gov/  
• Sandpoint, ID 83864, 7,403 - http://www.cityofsandpoint.com/  
• Rathdrum, ID 83858, 7,024 - http://www.rathdrum.org/  

Washington:  

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Millwood, WA 99206, 1,770 - http://cityofmillwood.org/content/  
• Spokane, WA, 209,525 – new website: https://beta.spokanecity.org/ or old: 

http://www.spokanecity.org/  

West Route from Spokane to Everett (East to West): 

Washington:  

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Harrington, WA 99134, 413 - http://www.harringtonbiz.com/  
• Odessa, WA 99159, 887 - http://www.odessawa.com/  
• Ephrata, WA 98823, 7,916 - http://www.ephrata.org/  
• Quincy, WA 98848, 7,013 - http://quincywashington.us/quincy/  
• Wenatchee, WA, 32,562 - http://www.wenatcheewa.gov/  
• Cashmere, WA 98815, 3,145 - http://www.cityofcashmere.org/  
• Leavenworth, WA 98826, 1,989 - http://www.cityofleavenworth.com/  
• Index, WA 98256, 184 - http://www.indexwa.org/council.htm 
• Gold Bar, WA 98251, 2,089 - http://www.cityofgoldbar.us/ 
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• Sultan, WA 98294, 4,715 - http://ci.sultan.wa.us/ 
• Monroe, WA 98272, 17,503 - http://www.monroewa.gov/  
• Snohomish, WA 98290, 9,275 - http://ci.snohomish.wa.us/ 
• ** Everett, WA, 104,655 - http://www.ci.everett.wa.us/default.aspx 

Southwest Route from Spokane to Tri-Cities (East to Southwest): 

Washington:  

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Cheney, WA 99004, 11,018 - http://www.cityofcheney.org/ 
• Sprague, WA 99032, 435 - http://www.sprague-wa.us/City_Government.html 
• Ritzville, WA 99169, 1,678 - www.ritzville-wa.gov/ 
• Lind, WA 99341, 572 - http://www.lindwa.com/ 
• Hatton, WA 99344, 102- http://www.mrsc.org/cityprofiles/cityprofile.aspx?id=95 
• Connell, WA 99326, 5,421 - http://www.cityofconnell.com/ 
• Mesa, WA 99343, 501 - http://www.mrsc.org/cityprofiles/cityprofile.aspx?id=137 
• Pasco, WA, 65,600 - http://www.pasco-wa.gov/ 
• Kennewick, WA, 75,971 - http://www.go2kennewick.com/go2kennewick/default.aspx 

Northwest Route from Tri-Cities to Auburn (East to Northwest): 

Washington: 

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Benton City, WA 99320, 3,142 - http://www.ci.benton-city.wa.us/city_government.htm 
• Prosser, WA 99350, 5,799 - http://cityofprosser.com/ 
• Mabton, WA 98935, 2,323 - http://www.cityofmabton.com/ 
• Toppenish, WA 98948, 9,017 - http://www.cityoftoppenish.us/ 
• Wapato, WA 98951, 5,065 - http://wapato-city.org/ 
• Union Gap, WA 98903, 6,060 - http://www.cityofuniongap.com/ 
• Yakima, WA, 93,101 - http://www.yakimawa.gov/ 
• Selah, WA 98942, 7,333 - http://ci.selah.wa.us/cityHome.html 
• Ellensburg, WA, 18,348 - http://www.ci.ellensburg.wa.us/ 
• Cle Elum, WA 98922, 1,890 - http://www.cityofcleelum.com/ 
• Maple Valley, WA, 24,171 - http://www.maplevalleywa.gov/ 
• Covington, WA 98042, 18,298 - http://www.covingtonwa.gov/ 
• ** Auburn, WA, 73,505 - http://www.auburnwa.gov/home.htm 

* - Both Western Routes travel through the Columbia River Gorge, one on the north side (Washington 
Side) and one on the south side (Oregon Side);  

* Western Route from Tri-Cities to Vancouver, WA (East to West along the Columbia River Gorge, WA 
side): 

Washington: 

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Lyle, WA 98635, 530* - http://www.a2zgorge.info/towns/lyle.htm 
• White Salmon, WA 98672, 2,259 - http://white-salmon.net/content/city-white-salmon 
• Stevenson, WA 98648, 1,482 - http://ci.stevenson.wa.us/ 
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• North Bonneville, WA 98639, 961 - http://www.northbonneville.net/ 
• Washougal, WA 98671, 14,584 - http://www.cityofwashougal.us/ 
• Camas, WA 98607, 20,490 - http://www.cityofcamas.us/ 
• Vancouver, WA, 165,489 - http://www.cityofvancouver.us/ 

* Southwest Route from Tri-Cities to Portland, OR (East to West along the Columbia River Gorge, OR 
side): 

Oregon:  

Railroad: Union Pacific  

• Hermiston, OR 97838, 17,111 - http://www.hermiston.or.us/ 
• Boardman, OR 97818, 3,335 - http://www.cityofboardman.com/ 
• Rufus, OR 97050, 243 - http://www.cityofrufus.net/ 
• The Dalles, OR 97058, 13,783 - http://www.ci.the-dalles.or.us/ 
• Mosier, OR 97040, 437 - http://cityofmosier.com/ 
• Hood River, OR 97031, 7,292 - http://ci.hood-river.or.us/ 
• Cascade Locks, OR 97014, 1,149 - http://www.cascade-locks.or.us/ 
• Troutdale, OR 97060, 16,425 - http://www.ci.troutdale.or.us/ 
• Wood Village, OR 97060, 3,960 - http://www.ci.wood-village.or.us/ 
• Fairview, OR 97024, 9,153 - http://fairvieworegon.gov/ 
• Gresham, OR 97030, 108,956 - https://greshamoregon.gov/ 
• Portland, OR, 603,106 - http://www.portlandoregon.gov/ 

Sub-Route from Portland to Port of Westward CBR Proposal near Clatskanie, Oregon (East to 
West): 

Oregon:  

Railroad: Portland & Western Railroad (Genesee & Wyoming)   

• Scappoose, OR 97056, 6,658 - http://www.ci.scappoose.or.us/ 
• St. Helens, OR 97051, 12,910 - http://www.ci.st-helens.or.us/ 
• Columbia City, OR 97018, 1,940 - http://www.columbia-city.org/ 
• Rainier, OR 97048, 1,889 - http://www.cityofrainier.com/ 

North Route from Vancouver to Centralia (South to North): 

Washington: 

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Ridgefield, WA 98642, 5,260 - http://www.ci.ridgefield.wa.us/ 
• Woodland, WA 98674, 5,540 - http://www.ci.woodland.wa.us/ 
• Kalama, WA 98625, 2,323 - http://www.cityofkalama.com/ 
• Kelso, WA, 11,832 - http://www.kelso.gov/  
• Longview, WA, 36,458 - http://www.mylongview.com/ 
• Castle Rock, WA 98611, 1,984 - http://ci.castle-rock.wa.us/index.htm 
• Vader, WA 98593, 619 - http://www.mrsc.org/cityprofiles/cityprofile.aspx?id=241 
• Winlock, WA 98596, 1,329 - http://www.winlockwa.govoffice2.com/ 
• Napavine, WA 98565, 1,766 - http://www.cityofnapavine.com/ 
• Chehalis, WA, 7,298 - http://ci.chehalis.wa.us/ 
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• Centralia, WA, 16,505 - http://www.cityofcentralia.com/  

West Sub-Route from Centralia to Hoquiam (East to West to the Port of Grays Harbor 
proposed oil terminals): 

Washington:  

Railroad: Puget Sound & Pacific (Genesee & Wyoming) 

• Rochester, WA 98579, 1,829* - http://www.rochester-wa.com/ 
• Oakville, WA 98568, 676 - http://www.oakvillecityhall.com/ 
• Elma, WA 98541, 3,052 - http://www.cityofelma.com/ 
• Montesano, WA 98563, 3,905  - http://www.montesano.us/ 
• Aberdeen, WA, 16,529 - http://aberdeenwa.gov/ 
• Hoquiam, WA, 8,535 - http://www.cityofhoquiam.com/ 

North Route from Centralia to Seattle (South to North):  

Washington: 

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Bucoda, WA 98530, 562 - http://bucoda.us/ 
• Tenino, WA 98589, 1,699 - http://www.ci.tenino.wa.us/ 
• Lacey, WA 98503, 43,860 - http://www.ci.lacey.wa.us/ 
• DuPont, WA 98327, 8,808 - http://www.ci.dupont.wa.us/ 
• Steilacoom, WA 98388, 6,070 - http://www.townofsteilacoom.com/ 
• University Place, WA 98466, 31,562 - http://www.cityofup.com/ 
• Tacoma, WA, 202,010 - http://www.cityoftacoma.org/ 
• Fife, WA, 98424, 9,333 - http://www.cityoffife.org/  
• Puyallup, WA, 38,147 - http://www.cityofpuyallup.org/ 
• Edgewood, WA 98372, 9,501 - http://www.cityofedgewood.org/ 
• Sumner, WA 98390, 9,541 - http://ci.sumner.wa.us/ 
• Pacific, WA 98047, 6,838 - http://www.cityofpacific.com/ 
• Algona, WA 98001, 3,101 - http://www.algonawa.gov/ 
• ** Auburn, WA, 73,505 - http://www.auburnwa.gov/home.htm 
• Kent, WA, 122,999 - http://kentwa.gov/ 
• Tukwila, WA, 19,611 - http://www.tukwilawa.gov/ 
• Renton, WA, 95,448 - http://rentonwa.gov/government/ 
• Seattle, WA, 634,535 - http://www.seattle.gov/ 

North Route from Seattle, WA to Vancouver, BC (South to North): 

Washington: 

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Shoreline, WA, 54,352 - http://www.cityofshoreline.com/ 
• Woodway, WA 98020, 1,322 - http://www.townofwoodway.com/ 
• Edmonds, WA, 40,400 - http://www.ci.edmonds.wa.us/ 
• Lynnwood, WA (North Lynnwood), 36,275 - http://www.ci.lynnwood.wa.us/ 
• Mukilteo, WA, 98275, 20,605 - http://www.ci.mukilteo.wa.us/ 
• ** Everett, WA, 104,655 - http://www.ci.everett.wa.us/default.aspx 
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• Marysville, WA, 62,402 - http://www.marysville.ca.us/ 
• Stanwood, WA 98292, 6,422 - http://www.ci.stanwood.wa.us/ 
• Mt Vernon, WA, 32,287 - http://www.mountvernonwa.gov/ 
• Burlington, WA, 98233, 8,470 - http://burlingtonwa.gov/ 

Anacortes Refinery:  

• Anacortes, WA, 98221, 15,928 - http://www.cityofanacortes.org/ 

North Route (Cont.): 

Washington:  

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe  

• Bellingham, WA, 82,234 - http://www.cob.org/ 
• Ferndale, WA 98248, 11,998 - http://www.cityofferndale.org/ 
• Blaine, WA 98230, 4,831 - http://www.ci.blaine.wa.us/ 

British Columbia, Canada: 

Railroad: Burlington Northern Santa Fe/Canada National  

• White Rock, BC, 19,339* - http://www.whiterockcity.ca/ 
• Surrey, BC, 468,251* - http://www.surrey.ca/ 
• Delta, BC (Corporation/Municipality Includes Cities), 99,863* - http://www.corp.delta.bc.ca/ 
• New Westminster, BC, 65,976* - http://www.newwestcity.ca/ 
• Burnaby, BC, 223,218* - http://www.burnaby.ca/home.html 
• Vancouver, BC, 603,502* - http://vancouver.ca/ 

Some Facts: 

Total Cities along routes including populations divided up by State/Province: 

• 3 Communities in North Dakota, 20,385 Total Pop. 
• 15 in Montana, 48,359 
• 3 in Idaho, 17,037  
• 91 in Washington, 2,785,377 
• 16 in Oregon, 808,347 
• 6 in British Columbia, Canada, 1,480,149 

= 134 Communities in total with a combined population of just over 5,159,654 people.  

Large cities such as Seattle and Portland are sprawling; not all of their populace lies directly near or 
around the railroad. It is advisable then for a more accurate population number, to subtract major 
cities from the totals provided above. Note, population totals are derived from within the city/town 
boundaries, and do not represent rural or unincorporated areas.  

Cite Sources: 

• US Census Bureau – Census Explorer - 
http://www.census.gov/censusexplorer/censusexplorer.html 

• Census of Canada – Statistic Canada, Census Data Navigator - 
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/dp-pd/map-carte/index-eng.cfm  
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List can be found at; http://fracfocus.org/chemical-use/what-chemicals-are-used  

Possible frakking chemicals that could be found in Crude Oil coming to Grays Harbor; 

Acids -  

Hydrochloric Acid 007647-01-0 helps dissolve minerals and initiate cracks in the rock.  
 
Biocide(s) -  

Glutaraldehyde 000111-30-8 Eliminates bacteria in the water that produces corrosive by-products. 
Quaternary Ammonium Chloride 012125-02-9 Eliminates bacteria in the water that produces corrosive 
by-products.  
Quaternary Ammonium Chloride 061789-71-1 Eliminates bacteria in the water that produces corrosive 
by-products. 
Tetrakis Hydroxymethyl-Phosphonium Sulfate 055566-30-8 Eliminates bacteria in the water that 
produces corrosive by-products.  

Breaker(s) - 

Ammonium Persulfate 007727-54-0 allows a delayed break down of the gel.  
Sodium Chloride 007647-14-5 Product Stabilizer.  
Magnesium Peroxide 014452-57-4 Allows a delayed break down the gel.  
Magnesium Oxide 001309-48-4 Allows a delayed break down the gel.  
Calcium Chloride 010043-52-4 Product Stabilizer.  

Clay Stabilizer(s) - 

Choline Chloride 000067-48-1 Prevents clays from swelling or shifting. 
Tetramethyl ammonium chloride 000075-57-0 Prevents clays from swelling or shifting. 
Sodium Chloride 007647-14-5 Prevents clays from swelling or shifting.  

Corrosion Inhibitor(s) -  

Isopropanol 000067-63-0 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  
Methanol 000067-56-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent. 
Formic Acid 000064-18-6 Prevents the corrosion of the pipe.  
Acetaldehyde 000075-07-0 Prevents the corrosion of the pipe. 

Crosslinker(s) -  

Petroleum Distillate 064741-85-1 Carrier fluid for borate or zirconate crosslinker.  
Hydrotreated Light Petroleum Distillate 064742-47-8 Carrier fluid for borate or zirconate crosslinker. 
Potassium Metaborate 013709-94-9 Maintains fluid viscosity as temperature increases.  
Triethanolamine Zirconate 101033-44-7 Maintains fluid viscosity as temperature increases.  
Sodium Tetraborate 001303-96-4 Maintains fluid viscosity as temperature increases. 
Boric Acid 001333-73-9 Maintains fluid viscosity as temperature increases.  
Zirconium Complex 113184-20-6 Maintains fluid viscosity as temperature increases.  
Borate Salts N/A Maintains fluid viscosity as temperature increases.  

http://fracfocus.org/chemical-use/what-chemicals-are-used


Ethylene Glycol 000107-21-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  
Methanol 000067-56-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  

Friction Reducer(s) -  

Polyacrylamide 009003-05-8 “Slicks” the water to minimize friction. 
Petroleum Distillate 064741-85-1 Carrier fluid for polyacrylamide friction reducer. 
Hydrotreated Light Petroleum Distillate 064742-47-8 Carrier fluid for polyacrylamide friction reducer. 
Methanol 000067-56-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  
Ethylene Glycol 000107-21-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  

Gelling Agent(s) -  

Guar Gum 009000-30-0 thickens the water in order to suspend the sand. 
Petroleum Distillate 064741-85-1 Carrier fluid for guar gum in liquid gels.  
Hydrotreated Light Petroleum Distillate 064742-47-8 Carrier fluid for guar gum in liquid gels.  
Methanol 000067-56-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  
Polysaccharide Blend 068130-15-4 Thickens the water in order to suspend the sand. 
Ethylene Glycol 000107-21-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent. 

Iron Control -  

Citric Acid 000077-92-9 Prevents precipitation of metal oxides. 
Acetic Acid 000064-19-7 Prevents precipitation of metal oxides. 
Thioglycolic Acid 000068-11-1 Prevents precipitation of metal oxides. 
Sodium Erythorbate 006381-77-7 Prevents precipitation of metal oxides. 

Non-Emulsifier(s) -  

Lauryl Sulfate 000151-21-3 Used to prevent the formation of emulsions in the fracture fluid. 
Isopropanol 000067-63-0 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  
Ethylene Glycol 000107-21-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  

pH Adjusting Agent(s) -  

Sodium Hydroxide 001310-73-2 Adjusts the pH of fluid to maintains the effectiveness of other 
components, such as crosslinkers.  
Potassium Hydroxide 001310-58-3 Adjusts the pH of fluid to maintains the effectiveness of other 
components, such as crosslinkers. 
Acetic Acid 000064-19-7 Adjusts the pH of fluid to maintains the effectiveness of other components, 
such as crosslinkers. 
Sodium Carbonate 000497-19-8 Adjusts the pH of fluid to maintains the effectiveness of other 
components, such as crosslinkers.  
Potassium Carbonate 000584-08-7 Adjusts the pH of fluid to maintains the effectiveness of other 
components, such as crosslinkers. 

Scale Inhibitor(s) - 



Copolymer of Acrylamide and Sodium Acrylate 025987-30-8 Prevents scale deposits in the pipe. 
Sodium Polycarboxylate N/A Prevents scale deposits in the pipe.  
Phosphonic Acid Salt N/A Prevents scale deposits in the pipe. 

Surfactant(s) -  

Lauryl Sulfate 000151-21-3 Used to increase the viscosity of the fracture fluid  
Ethanol 000064-17-5 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  
Naphthalene 000091-20-3 Carrier fluid for the active surfactant ingredients. 
Methanol 000067-56-1 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  
Isopropyl Alcohol 000067-63-0 Product stabilizer and / or winterizing agent.  
2-Butoxyethanol 000111-76-2 Product stabilizer. 

 

 

PSAP Railroad Bridges from Terminal Three in Hoquiam to Centralia Switch Yard 
Note: Numberings of 1 to 44 are not reflective of the PSAP railroad bridge numbering system. This data 
was collected off of Google Earth, as such all measurements and bridge types are approximate, some 
bridges may not be included. Not all bridges are over bodies of water, some are considered viaducts.  

1.) Steel Swing Bridge over the Hoquiam River: 
Length: West Approach- 250 ft.  

   Swing span- 320 ft. 

   East Approach- 40 ft. 

   Total Span- 610 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Approach Begin: 46°58’19.69” N/123°52’41.24” W 

       Swing span middle: 46°58’18.99” N/123°52’35.37” W 

       East Approach Begin: 46°58’18.66” N/123°52’32.62” W 

 Elevation: W. A. Beginning- 19ft. 

     E. A. Beginning- 19 ft. 

2.) Deck plate girder bridge over Harbor Paper Water Pipe: 
Length: Full span- 50 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’18.31” N/123°52’29.07” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’18.26” N/123°52’28.33” W 

Elevation: W. end- 18 ft. 

     E. end- 18 ft. 

3.) Timber Stringer Bridge over Second Harbor Paper Pipe Line: 
Length: Full span- 48 ft. 



Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’17.87” N/123°52’22.80” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’17.86” N/123°52’22.12” W 

Elevation: W. end- 16 ft. 

     E. end- 16 ft. 

4.) Steel Swing Bridge over Wishkah River: 
Length: West Approach- 460 ft.  

   Swing span- 330 ft. 

   East Approach- 400 ft. 

   Total Span- 1,190 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Approach Begin: 46°58’24.67” N/123°48’43.76” W 

       Swing span middle: 46°58’28.77” N/123°48’37.13” W 

       East Approach Begin: 46°58’33.16” N/123°48’32.11” W 

 Elevation: W. A. Beginning- 13ft. 

     E. A. Beginning- 14 ft. 

5.) Timber Stringer near Lakeside Industries: 
Length: Full span- 132 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’44.00” N/123°47’14.06” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’44.52” N/123°47’12.31” W 

Elevation: W. end- 17 ft. 

     E. end- 18 ft. 

6.) Timber Stringer over Van Winkle Creek: 
Length: Full span- 105 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’24.38” N/123°45’05.75” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’23.80” N/123°45’04.47” W 

Elevation: W. end- 13 ft. 

     E. end- 13 ft. 

7.) Timber Stringer over Elliott Slough: 
Length: Full span- 60 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’13.29” N/123°44’41.54” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’12.95” N/123°44’40.82” W 

Elevation: W. end- 12 ft. 

     E. end- 12 ft. 



8.) Timber Stringer over Unnamed Slough/Creek: 
Length: Full span- 75 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°57’40.15” N/123°43’20.11” W 

     East Begin: 46°57’40.11” N/123°43’18.98” W 

Elevation: W. end- 14 ft. 

     E. end- 14 ft. 

9.) Concrete Bridge/Culvert over Unnamed Creek: 
Length: Full span- 12 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest Begin: 46°57’41.16” N/123°42’03.52” W 

    Southeast Begin: 46°57’41.08” N/123°42’03.32” W 

Elevation: NW. end- 11 ft. 

     SE. end- 11 ft. 

If Culvert-Length: 24 ft. 

10.) Timber Stringer over Unnamed Creek: 
Length: Full span- 45 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest Begin: 46°57’37.56” N/123°41’55.92” W 

     Southeast Begin: 46°57’37.30” N/123°41’55.44” W 

Elevation: NW. end- 12 ft. 

     SE. end- 12 ft. 

11.) Concrete/Steel Truss Bridge over Higgins Slough: 
Length: Full span- 98 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°57’56.51” N/123°40’02.19” W 

     East Begin: 46°57’56.45” N/123°40’00.78” W 

Elevation: W. end- 17 ft. 

     E. end- 16 ft. 

12.) Timber Stringer Bridge over Unnamed Creek: 
Length: Full span- 30 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°57’48.50” N/123°39’02.23” W 

     East Begin: 46°57’48.45” N/123°39’01.74” W 

Elevation: W. end- 15 ft. 

     E. end- 15 ft. 

13.) Concrete Bridge over Unnamed Creek: 



 

Length: Full span- 18 ft. 

Lat/Long: Southwest Begin: 46°57’57.05” N/123°38’23.90” W 

     Northeast Begin: 46°57’57.13” N/123°38’23.65” W 

Elevation: SW. end- 19 ft. 

     NE. end- 19 ft. 

14.) Steel Pratt Truss Bridge over the Wynoochee River: 
Length: West Approach (Timber Stringer) - 230 ft.  

   Double Truss span- 340 ft. 

   East Approach (Concrete) - 66 ft. 

   Total Span- 636 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Approach Begin: 46°58’14.22” N/123°37’38.75” W 

       Mid-Support of two spans: 46°58’15.71” N/123°37’33.48” W 

       East Approach Begin: 46°58’16.59” N/123°37’30.33” W 

 Elevation: W. A. Beginning- 33 ft. 

     E. A. Beginning- 32 ft. 

15.) Deck plate girder bridge over Silvia Creek: 
Length: Full span- 60 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’28.79” N/123°36’46.81” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’29.00” N/123°36’45.97” W 

Elevation: W. end- 22 ft. 

     E. end- 22 ft. 

16.) Timber Stringer over Private Drive: 
Length: Full span- 16 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’31.03” N/123°36’38.37” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’31.09” N/123°36’38.12” W 

Elevation: W. end- 22 ft. 

     E. end- 22 ft. 

17.) Timber Stringer over Private Drive: 
Length: Full span- 16 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’50.41” N/123°34’48.35” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’50.46” N/123°34’48.15” W 



Elevation: W. end- 32 ft. 

     E. end- 32 ft. 

18.) Concrete Bridge/Culvert over Trib. To Camp Creek: 
Length: Full span- 20 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°59’05.26” N/123°33’38.78” W 

     East Begin: 46°59’05.33” N/123°33’38.49” W 

Elevation: W. end- 38 ft. 

     E. end- 39 ft. 

19.) Timber Stringer Bridge over Camp Creek: 
Length: Full span- 46 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°59’07.66” N/123°33’27.58” W 

     East Begin: 46°59’07.80” N/123°33’26.95” W 

Elevation: W. end- 41 ft. 

     E. end- 42 ft. 

20.) Timber Stringer Bridge Satsop Flood Overflow: 
Length: Full span- 105 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°59’53.02” N/123°30’07.78” W 

     East Begin: 46°59’53.42” N/123°30’06.37” W 

Elevation: W. end- 41 ft. 

     E. end- 41 ft. 

21.) Timber Stringer Satsop Flood Overflow 
Length: Full span- 125 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°59’56.80” N/123°29’54.03” W 

     East Begin: 46°59’57.28” N/123°29’52.35” W 

Elevation: W. end- 43 ft. 

     E. end- 43 ft. 

22.) Parker Truss Bridge over Satsop River: 
Length: West Approach (Timber Stringer) - 460 ft.  

   Single Steel Truss span- 190 ft. 

   East Approach (Timber Stringer) - 350 ft. 

   Total Span- 1000 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Approach Begin: 46°59’59.08” N/123°29’45.84” W 



       West Truss Support: 47°00’00.77” N/123°29’39.67” W 

    East Truss Support: 47°00’01.45” N/123°29’37.20” W 

       East Approach Begin: 47°00’02.75” N/123°29’32.47” W 

 Elevation: W. A. Beginning- 44 ft. 

     E. A. Beginning- 38 ft. 

23.) Deck plate girder bridge over Private Drive: 
Length: Full span- 50 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 47°00’05.05” N/123°29’24.08” W 

     East Begin: 47°00’05.24” N/123°29’23.39” W 

Elevation: W. end- 40 ft. 

     E. end- 40 ft. 

24.) Timber Stringer Bridge Newman Creek Flood Overflow #1: 
Length: Full span- 30 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 47°00’16.67” N/123°28’38.21” W 

     East Begin: 47°00’16.77” N/123°28’37.81” W 

Elevation: W. end- 42 ft. 

     E. end- 42 ft. 

25.) Timber Stringer Bridge over Newman Creek: 
Length: Full span- 45 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 47°00’22.28” N/123°28’09.20” W 

     East Begin: 47°00’22.36” N/123°28’08.54” W 

Elevation: W. end- 42 ft. 

     E. end- 42 ft. 

26.) Timber Stringer Bridge Newman Creek Flood Overflow #2: 
Length: Full span- 15 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 47°00’22.89” N/123°27’54.27” W 

     East Begin: 47°00’22.93” N/123°27’54.05” W 

Elevation: W. end- 42 ft. 

     E. end- 42 ft. 

27.) Deck plate girder bridge over Vance Creek: 
Length: Full span- 30 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 47°00’25.11” N/123°25’48.53” W 



     East Begin: 47°00’25.13” N/123°25’48.07” W 

Elevation: W. end- 69 ft. 

     E. end- 69 ft. 

28.) Timber Stringer Bridge over Dry Bed Creek: 
Length: Full span- 15 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 47°00’25.53” N/123°25’27.16” W 

     East Begin: 47°00’25.53” N/123°25’26.91” W 

Elevation: W. end- 62 ft. 

     E. end- 62 ft. 

29.) Steel Truss Bridge over Cloquallum Creek: 
Length: Northwest Approach (Timber Stringer) - 35 ft.  

   Single Steel Truss span- 102 ft. 

   Southeast Approach (None) - 0 ft. 

   Total Span- 137 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest App. Begin: 46°59’47.09” N/123°23’14.68” W 

       Northwest Truss Support: 46°59’46.85” N/123°23’14.27” W 

    Southeast Truss Support: 47°59’46.22” N/123°23’13.15” W 

       Southeast Approach Begin: N/A 

 Elevation: NW. A. Beginning- 44 ft. 

     SE. A. Beginning- 44 ft. 

30.) Concrete Bridge/Culvert over Unnamed Creek: 
Length: Full span- 10 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°58’22.11” N/123°20’38.43” W 

     East Begin: 46°58’22.04” N/123°20’38.29” W 

Elevation: W. end- 58 ft. 

     E. end- 58 ft. 

31.) Timber/ Deck plate girder bridge over Mox Chehalis Creek 
Length: Full span- 115 ft. 

Lat/Long: North Begin: 46°57’23.64” N/123°19’38.98” W 

     South Begin: 46°57’22.61” N/123°19’38.25” W 

Elevation: N. end- 54 ft. 

     S. end- 53 ft. 



32.) Deck plate girder bridge over Porter Creek 
 

Length: Full span- 156 ft. 

Lat/Long: North Begin: 46°56’15.96” N/123°18’39.04” W 

     South Begin: 46°56’14.49” N/123°18’38.51” W 

Elevation: N. end- 45 ft. 

     S. end- 45 ft. 

33.) Timber Stringer Bridge over Gibson Creek 
Length: Full span- 118 ft. 

Lat/Long: North Begin: 46°54’11.45” N/123°17’30.30” W 

     South Begin: 46°54’10.38” N/123°17’29.64” W 

Elevation: N. end- 64 ft. 

     S. end- 66 ft. 

34.) Deck plate girder bridge over Cedar Creek 
Length: Full span- 120 ft. 

Lat/Long: North Begin: 46°52’46.87” N/123°16’19.75” W 

     South Begin: 46°52’45.80” N/123°16’19.02” W 

Elevation: N. end- 66 ft. 

     S. end- 65 ft. 

35.) Concrete Bridge/Culvert over Harris Creek 
Length: Full span- 11 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°50’18.33” N/123°13’03.48” W 

     East Begin: 46°50’18.30” N/123°13’03.33” W 

Elevation: W. end- 123 ft. 

     E. end- 123 ft. 

36.) Concrete Bridge over Roundtree Creek 
Length: Full span- 10 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°50’11.92” N/123°12’38.33” W 

     East Begin: 46°50’11.87” N/123°12’38.17” W 

Elevation: W. end- 108 ft. 

     E. end- 108 ft. 

37.) Steel Truss Bridge over the Black River 



Length: Northwest Approach (None) - 0 ft.  

   Single Steel Truss span- 130 ft. 

   Southeast Approach (None) - 0 ft. 

   Total Span- 130 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest App. Begin: N/A 

       Northwest Truss Support: 46°50’10.66” N/123°07’29.63” W 

    Southeast Truss Support: 46°50’09.58” N/123°07’28.60” W 

       Southeast Approach Begin: N/A 

 Elevation: NW. A. Beginning- 110 ft. 

     SE. A. Beginning- 109 ft. 

38.) Timber Stringer Bridge Black River Flood Overflow #1 
Length: Full span- 88 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest Begin: 46°49’54.17” N/123°07’14.55” W 

     Southeast Begin: 46°49’53.44” N/123°07’13.86” W 

Elevation: N. end- 114 ft. 

     S. end- 113 ft. 

39.) Timber Stringer Bridge Black River Flood Overflow #2 
Length: Full span- 44 ft. 

Lat/Long: West Begin: 46°49’46.12” N/123°06’54.28” W 

     East Begin: 46°49’45.98” N/123°06’53.67” W 

Elevation: N. end- 113 ft. 

     S. end- 114 ft. 

40.) Timber Stringer/Steel Support Bridge over Scatter Creek 
Length: Full span- 75 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest Begin: 46°49’00.46” N/123°04’02.31” W 

     Southeast Begin: 46°49’00.02” N/123°04’01.41” W 

Elevation: N. end- 161 ft. 

     S. end- 159 ft. 

41.) Timber Stringer Bridge over Prairie Creek 
Length: Full span- 60 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest Begin: 46°47’28.83” N/123°01’20.59” W 

     Southeast Begin: 46°47’28.43” N/123°01’19.92” W 



Elevation: N. end- 164 ft. 

     S. end- 165 ft. 

42.) Timber Stringer Bridge over Dry Creek 
Length: Full span- 58 ft. 

Lat/Long: North Begin: 46°45’52.91” N/123°00’10.65” W 

     South Begin: 46°45’52.36” N/123°00’10.45” W 

Elevation: N. end- 165 ft. 

     S. end- 165 ft. 

43.) Timber Stringer Bridge Skookumchuck River Flood Overflow  
Length: Full span- 30 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest Begin: 46°43’59.96” N/122°58’20.96” W 

     Southeast Begin: 46°43’59.72” N/122°58’20.68” W 

Elevation: N. end- 189 ft. 

     S. end- 189 ft. 

44.) Steel Truss Bridge over the Skookumchuck River 
Length: Northwest Approach (None) - 0 ft.  

   Single Steel Truss span- 160 ft. 

   Southeast Approach (None) - 0 ft. 

   Total Span- 160 ft. 

Lat/Long: Northwest App. Begin: N/A 

       Northwest Truss Support: 46°43’49.02” N/122°58’08.45” W 

    Southeast Truss Support: 46°43’47.78” N/122°58’07.02” W 

       Southeast Approach Begin: N/A 

 Elevation: NW. A. Beginning- 180 ft. 

     SE. A. Beginning- 184 ft. 

 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these two projects. In a previous response sent to Ms. 
Toteff and Brian Shay I expressed disbelief that these type of projects would be proposed in an area 
which is susceptible to sea level rise, earthquake activity and is in a tsunami zone. Despite the logic for 
rejection of these proposals due to these major factors I have attached additional concerns. The 
following need to be discussed for all the proposed Imperium, Westway and new US Development
terminals. First and foremost, the effect of a major oil spill in Grays Harbor would be catastrophic and 
the effects of an earthquake and and/or tsunami on oil facilities located at the Port of Grays Harbor 
would change Aberdeen, Hoquiam and surrounding communities forever. A detailed EIS must include 
this worst case consequence of placing 30 million gallons of oil at the Imperium terminal which would 
increase ship traffic by 200 ships or barges per year and 33 million gallons of oil at the Westway 
terminal including 64 barge movements per year. The cumulative effects on the environment must be 
inclusive. If three oil terminal where placed in Grays Harbor what would be the affects to cities all
along the route from North Dakota to Grays Harbor? What would be the impacts to Washington’s 
economy? Specifically, the Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for Westway and Imperium needs 
to be a comprehensive environmental and economic analysis reaching past the specific building of the 
facilities to the consequences for our coastal communities, Grays Harbor itself and the impact to the 
citizens and economy associated with the entire process including the implications of fracking. In 
closing, the risks out way the benefits of having oil terminals in Grays Harbor please reject this project. 
Is it worth 40 jobs to jeopardize the entire economy and environment of the Harbor? I say NO!
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Specific Areas of Concern LAND: 
 

1) What type of mitigation and insurance measures are in place if an earthquake and 
tsunami impacts the oil facilities?  Who pays for the cleanup? The Tohoku Japan tsunami 
in 2011 caused fuel storage containers in Japan to fail. Failure of these containers 
resulted in major damage to Japanese cities where fuel leaked out of the containment 
basins that surrounded the storage areas. Oil damage is difficult to clean up and often 
precludes rehabilitation of any contaminated structures. 

2) What types of storage tanks are being proposed and what is the rating for withstanding 
a tsunami event? 

3) What type of cable system will be used to ensure the storage tanks will remain secure 
during a tsunami event? 

 
The Westway and Imperium sites are located on soils derived from dredge materials that have a 
high liquefaction susceptibility factor.  Both locations are rated by the National Earthquake 
Hazards Reduction Program as a seismic class D‐E site.  However, both proposed bulk facility 
projects are located on past lagoon fills (see attached map).  Since the surrounding areas which 
weren’t lagoon fills are Classified D‐E1 does this indicate the site class for the specific project 
area needs to re‐classified to a more susceptible level like F?   
 
Our questions are; 
 

4) Why is there a difference of 75 feet regarding piles driven into the ground from the 
proponents? 

5) What are the piles being driven into?  What are the well logs and the detailed geologic 
assessments that have been conducted? 

6) What is the depth to bed rock? 
7) The project is located in a potentially earthquake and liquefaction hazard zone; how are 

you going to mitigate if an accident occurs?  What type of insurance and coverage do 
the proponents have? 
 

Attached is a map showing various earthquake faults, earthquakes and liquefaction potential 
near Grays Harbor.  Has this type of analysis been conducted in the environmental assessment 
for the terminals? 
 

                                                            
1 D‐E sites: 
•  Structures must be designed to resist seismic forces.  
•  Only structural systems that are capable of providing superior performance permitted. 
•  Many types of irregularities are prohibited. 
•  Nonstructural components that could cause injury must be provided with seismic restraint. 
•  Nonstructural systems required for life safety protection must be demonstrated to be capable of post‐

earthquake functionality. 
•  Special construction quality assurance measures are required. 
 



8) Has there been an assessment regarding the structural damage that would happen 
during a smaller 5 to 7 magnitude event to the proposed facility? 

9) How can you explain the practicability of increasing the oil capacity of these facilities 
knowing the dangers associated with their location? 

Specific Areas of Concern WATER: 
 
According proponent documents pre‐booming of all oil transfers over water is required to be 
safe and effective.  Since the Chehalis River typically has a strong current and debris present 
how is that possible?  According to the proponents documents if pre‐booming cannot be safely 
conducted, alternative measures are required. 
 

10) What exactly are the alternative measures?  We want to see an investigative review of 
exactly what steps will be taken to protect against spilling oil in water in adverse 
conditions? 

 
The Grays Harbor planning standard in WAC 173‐182‐405 specifies time and equipment 
requirements, including boom that is capable of encountering oil at advancing speeds of at 
least two knots in waves and appropriate for the operating environment.  According to the 
Imperium SEPA “this standard shall be required in the facility’s Spill Contingency Plan.” 
 

11) Since the annual average wind speed in Hoquiam averages 9.3 miles per hour (according 
to the Western Regional Climate Center), how are going to control an oil spill in fast 
currents and with high winds (averaging above 2 knots or 2.3 mph)? 

 
“Additional mitigation measure:  In order to mitigate the risk of a spill impacting waters near 
identified sensitive areas such as the Chehalis River and associated wetlands.  A map identifying 
the locations and equipment of the caches shall be provided to Ecology for approval.” 
 

12) How can there be specific locations along the entire route that crosses over hundreds 
of streams and wetlands associated with the Chehalis River?  We believe this is not 
possible.  Seriously, what mitigation measures can stop an oil spill from damaging 
wetlands and the Chehalis River?  Just look at the mess the recent Tar Sands oil 
pipeline rupture (March 26, 2013) has caused to the community in Mayflower 
Arkansas! 

 
“Oil Spill Prevention for the Vessel Route to Reduce Risk of a Spill” you state “All crude oil 
tankers and oil barges shall be covered by the oil spill contingency plan held by Washington 
State Maritime Cooperative and approved by Ecology.” 
 

13) Where is the plan and why was it not in the Imperium SEPA document? 
 
“Pilots shall schedule the departure of loaded vessels to coincide with the high tide to prevent 
the potential for grounding.” 
 



14) Which “high tides”? 
15) What would the minimum high tide height be required for the departure of such large 

vessels to prevent grounding? 
16) How will strong winds, currents and storms in Grays Harbor and along the Washington 

Coast effect departures? 
17) How many times a month do such tides occur? 

 
There will be increases in ship traffic proposed by Imperium and Westway. 
 

18) What would the economic impacts be to commercial fishers, charters, oyster harvesters 
and sports boats wanting to access these areas? 

19) Where is the full Environmental Impact Statement including a cost benefit analysis to 
determine the economic pros and cons associated with the ship and barge traffic in this 
proposal for Grays Harbor? 

20) What is the effect of increased water traffic on marine mammals and aquatic life? 
21) What is the acoustic pollution derived from the cumulative underwater noise of vessel 

traffic on mammals and aquatic life and the impact to migrations of marine mammals? 
 
In the Imperium SEPA under “ Oil Spill Prevention for the Vessel Route to Reduce Risk of a Spill” 
it states,   “In the case of a vessel casualty offshore (like a loss of propulsion or sinking), 
response tugs at Neah Bay and Columbia River could provide assistance, however, response 
times will depend on tug availability and weather conditions.”  Are you serious?  This is not an 
acceptable action plan.  This is an environmental disaster waiting to happen.  There are times 
when the bar is closed for more than a week! 
 

22) Why is a response team of tugs not being stationed out of Grays Harbor?  Should this 
not be a mandatory requirement of all involved to fund a response team of tugs station 
out of Grays Harbor? 

 
23) What mitigation measures will be in place to protect migrating marine mammals?  What 

federal agencies will be contacted to determine any type of marine impacts? 
 
Specific Areas of Concern RAIL: 
 
The Puget Sound and Pacific (PSAP) Railroad has a contract with a spill response contractor to 
respond to any derailment or spill along the route from Centralia to Grays Harbor.  Evidently, a 
spill response plan has been submitted to the Federal Railroad Agency. 
 

24) What are the exact details of the spill response plan that has been submitted to the 
Federal Railroad Agency? 

25) Why is this document not part of the EIS process so it can be reviewed by all concerned 
parties?  



26) As part of the permit, all pertinent spill response documents for the PSAP railroad need 
to be disclosed to the public and local response agencies. Will this occur, and if not, 
why? 

 
 
 
There needs to be an analysis of the impact of increased railroad traffic from North Dakota to 
Grays Harbor!  If there is a threefold increase in train traffic as proposed documents state there 
will not be a significantly impacted traffic patterns. 
 

27) What data do you have to support this statement? 
28) Has there been an analysis of traffic impacts from the proposed project? 
29) How does it affect all communities along the rail lines?  

 
According to documents from Westway “a Rail Transportation Impact Analysis” is to be 
completed prior to receiving the project Certificate of Occupancy for operation.   
 

30)  When will a rail transportation impact analysis be completed for all of the cities before 
the construction of the terminals?  When can we expect this analysis?  

 
According to the manufactures of the crude by rail tank cars they cannot make the cars safe 
because to do so would make the cars too heavy to transport oil.  According to Mr. Williams of 
Genese/Wyoming the four recent derailments along their line from Centralia to the Port of 
Grays Harbor happened due to rain. 
 

31) How then can the Balkin crude be safety transported since the U.S Department of 
Transportation has stated the 110 and 111 tank cars are unsafe and the rail lines are 
susceptible to derailment due to rainfall?  

 
Specific Areas of Concern Fresh and Salt Water Fish: 
 

32) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Bucaccio Rockfish? 

 
33) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the Federally Endangered Snake River Sockeye Salmon? 
 

34) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 
Federally Endangered Snake River Sockeye Salmon? 

 
35) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Bull Trout? 
 



36) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor drainages ensure the protection 
of the Federally Threatened Bull Trout? 

 
37) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the Federally Threatened Canary Rockfish? 
 

38) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Columbia River Chinook 
Salmon? 

 
39) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Columbia River Chinook Salmon? 
40) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Columbia River Chum 
Salmon? 

 
41) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Columbia River Chum Salmon? 
 

42) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Columbia River Coho 
Salmon? 

 
43) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Columbia River Coho Salmon? 
 

44) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Columbia River 
Steelhead Trout? 

 
45) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Green Sturgeon? 
 

46) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 
Federally Threatened Green Sturgeon? 

 
47) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Columbia River Steelhead Trout? 
 

48) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federally Threatened Eulachon? 

 
49) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

Federally Threatened Eulachon? 



 
50) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the Federally Threatened Hood Canal Summer Chum Salmon? 
 

51) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the Federally Threatened Ozette Lake Sockeye Salmon? 

 
52) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the Federally Threatened Puget Sound Chinook Salmon? 
 

53) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the Federally Threatened Puget Sound Steelhead Trout? 

 
54) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the protection of the Federally Threatened Yelloweye Rockfish? 
 

55) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federal Species of Concern Copper Rockfish? 

 
56) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate Greenstriped Rockfish? 
 

57) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Grays Harbor drainages ensure the 
protection of the State Sensitive Olympic Mudminnow? 

 
58) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Pacific Hake? 
 

59) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Quillback Rockfish? 

 
60) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Pacific Herring? 
 

61) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Quillback 
Rockfish? 

 
62) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate Redstripe Rockfish? 
 

63) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern River Lamprey? 

 



64) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Grays Harbor drainages ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern River Lamprey? 

 
65) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 

the State Candidate Tiger Rockfish? 
 

66) How will an oil spill response plan for the coast of Washington ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate Widow Rockfish? 

 
67) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the protection of the Federal Species of Concern Pacific Lamprey? 
 

68) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Western and Eastern Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federal Species of Concern Pacific Lamprey? 

 
69) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

State Candidate Leopard Dace? 
 

70) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 
State Candidate Umatilla Dace? 

 
71) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 

State Candidate Mountain Sucker? 
 

72) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the protection of the 
State Sensitive and Federal Species of Concern Pygmy Whitefish? 

 
Specific Areas of Concern Bird Life: 
 

73) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the Federally Threatened Marbled Murrelet which spends most of its 
life within 5 miles of the Washington coast?  

 
74) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the forage fish for the Marbled Murrelet which includes the Pacific Herring, Anchovy, 
Pacific Sand Lance, Capelin and Krill will be protected from a spill? 

 
75) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 

of the State Endangered American White Pelican? 
 

76) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 
the protection of the State Endangered and Federal Species of Concern Brown Pelican? 

 



77) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 
of the State Endangered Sandhill Crane? 

 
78) How will an oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor and the coast of Washington ensure 

the protection of the Federally Threatened Snowy Plover? 
 

79) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the State Sensitive and Federal Species of Concern 
Bald Eagle? 

 
80) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 

the State Sensitive and Federal Species of Concern Bald Eagle? 
 

81) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Northern Goshawk? 

 
82) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Western Washington State ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Pileated Woodpecker? 
 

83) How will a rail oil spill response plan for South Western Washington State ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Purple Martin? 

 
84) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Cassin’s Auklet? 
 

85) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Sensitive and Federal Species of Concern Peregrine Falcon? 

 
86) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Brandt’s Commorant? 
 

87) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Yellow‐billed Cuckoo? 

 
88) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Common Murre? 
 

89) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 
of the State Threatened Ferruginous Hawk? 

 
90) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Tufted Puffin? 
 



91) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 
of the State Candidate Flammulated Owl? 

 
92) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 

Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Western Grebe? 
 

93) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 
the State Candidate Western Grebe? 

 
94) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 

the State Candidate Golden Eagle? 
 

95) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 
of the State Threatened Columbian Sharp‐tailed Grouse? 

 
96) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the protection of 

the State Sensitive Common Loon? 
 

97) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the coast of 
Washington ensure the protection of the State Sensitive Common Loon? 

 
98) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 

of the State Threatened and Federal Candidate Greater Sage Grouse? 
 

99) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the protection 
of the State Candidate Burrowing Owl? 
 

100) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwestern Washington ensure the 
protection of the Federally Threatened Streaked Horned Lark? 

 
101) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Streaked 
Horned Lark? 

 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Mammals: 
 

102) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Blue Whale? 

 
103) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Endangered Northern Sea 
Otter? 

 



104) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 
protection of the Federally Threatened Tenino Pocket Gopher? 

 
105) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 

protection of the Federally Threatened Yelm Pocket Gopher? 
 

106) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 
protection of the State Threatened Mazama (western) Pocket Gopher? 

 
107) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 

protection of the Federally Endangered Columbian White‐tailed Deer? 
 

108) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Sperm Whale? 

 
109) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Threatened and Federal Species 
of Concern Stellar Sea Lion? 

 
110) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Fin Whale? 
 

111) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 
protection of the State Species of Concern White‐tailed Jack Rabbit? 

 
112) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Species of Concern Gray Whale? 
 

113) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 
protection of the Federally Endangered Gray Wolf? 

 
114) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 

protection of the State Threatened Western Gray Squirrel? 
 

115) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwest Washington ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Gray‐tailed Vole? 

 
116) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Harbor Porpoise? 
 

117) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Humpback 
Whale? 

 



118) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Killer Whale? 

 
 
 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Mollusk: 
 

119) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate California Floater? 

 
120) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Dalle’s Sideband? 
 

121) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Columbia Oregonian Mollusk? 

 
122) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Columbia Pebblesnail? 
 

123) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Northern Abalone? 

 
124) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Giant Columbia River Limpet? 
 

125) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the State Candidate Newcomb’s Littorine 
Snail? 

 
Specific Areas of Concern Reptiles and Amphibians: 
 

126) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Black River drainage in Grays Harbor 
ensure the protection of the State Endangered and Federal Candidate Oregon Spotted 
Frog? 

 
127) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Loggerhead Sea 
Turtle? 

 
128) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Sagebrush Lizard? 
 



129) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 
protection of the State Endangered Northern Leopard Frog? 

 
130) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Cascade Torrent Salamander? 
 

131) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Eastern Washington ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Columbia Spotted Frog? 

 
132) How will a rail oil spill response plan for all of Washington State ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Western Toad? 
 

133) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwestern Washington State ensure 
the protection of the State Candidate Dunn’s Salamander? 

 
134) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwestern Washington State ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate Van Dyke’s Salamander? 
 

135) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 
coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Threatened Green Sea 
Turtle? 

 
136) How will an oil spill response plan for the terminal areas, Grays Harbor and the 

coast of Washington ensure the protection of the Federally Endangered Leatherback 
Sea Turtle? 

 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Insects: 
 

137) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Columbia Clubtail? 

 
138) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Columbia River Tiger Beetle? 
 

139) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the Federally Endangered Taylor’s Checkerspot? 

 
140) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Thurston County and Eastern 

Washington State ensure the protection of the State Endangered and Federal Species of 
Concern Mardon Skipper? 

 
141) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Juniper Haristreak? 



 
142) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Eastern Washington State ensure the 

protection of the State Candidate Silver‐bordered bog fritillary? 
 

143) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Chinquapin Hairstreak? 

 
144) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Southwestern Washington State ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate Valley Silverspot? 
 

145) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor County Washington ensure 
the protection of the State Candidate Puget Blue? 

 
146) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor County Washington ensure 

the protection of the State Candidate and Federal Species of Concern Queen Charlotte’s 
Copper? 

 
147) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Grays Harbor County and Southwestern 

Washington State ensure the protection of the State Candidate Johnson’s Hairstreak? 
 

148) How will a rail oil spill response plan for the Columbia River ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Pacific Clubtail? 

 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Other Species: 
 

149) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Eastern Washington State ensure the 
protection of the State Candidate Giant Palouse Earthworm? 

 
150) How will a rail oil spill response plan for Thurston County Washington ensure the 

protection of the Leschi’s Millipede? 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Global: 
 
The projects are expected to increases CO2 by more than 15,000 metric pounds a year.  Reports 
show that pH is decreasing to critical levels in the Pacific Ocean.  Increases in CO2 are directly 
linked to this problem.  Question; 
 

151) Oyster spat are dying by the millions in Willapa Bay due to lower pH and oyster 
growers are increasingly desperate to get oyster to grow.  How can there be justification 
to contribute to this problem by increasing CO2 with the proposed terminals?   

 
Specific Areas of Concern Air Pollution: 
 



152) How will the crude oil rail cars be vented to protect the air quality people and 
animals breath as the rail cars travel from North Dakota to Grays Harbor? 

 
153) How will the oil tanks at Westway and Imperium be vented to protect the air 

quality people and animals breath in the Port of Grays Harbor and surrounding 
communities? 
 

154) How will the transfer of oil from the tanks to vessels be vented to protect the air 
quality people and animals breath in the Port of Grays Harbor and surrounding 
communities? 

 
Specific Areas of Concern Exploding DOT 111 Rail Cars: 
 

155) According to the National Transportation and Safety Board the Bakken North 
Dakota Crude Oil is more explosive and flammable than traditional crude oil – How will 
this be mitigated along the entire rail line from North Dakota to Grays Harbor to ensure 
the safety and well‐being of all people living within 5 miles of the rail line? 

 
156) The DOT 111 rail cars are not safe to carry Bakken North Dakota Crude Oil – Who 

will pay to mitigate for the fire, police, and ambulance services required to protect 
against a failed transport of such a volatile cargo? 

 
157) The DOT 111 rail cars have a high incident of tank failure during derailments – 

How will this be corrected so as not to endanger the public’s safety? 
 
Specific Areas of Concern Economic Impacts to Communities: 
 

158) A 20‐30% percent drop in home values could be expected for communities  
with crude oil trains passing through them.  Who will pay the home owners for the drop in 
home values associated with crude oil by rail? 
 

159) Who will pay for the 7,000 residents that could lose their livelihood if an oil spill 
should devastate the marine resources in Grays Harbor or along the Washington Coast? 

 
160) Who will pay for the homes along Grays Harbor and the Washington Coast that 

would be destroyed by an oil spill? 
 

161) Who will pay for the agricultural lands that would be destroyed by a rail car 
derailment leaking thousands of gallons of crude oil during a flood event along the 
Chehalis River? 
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My name is Teri Franklin, my mailing address is: PO Box 462, McCleary, WA 98557. 
My educational background is in watershed analysis, GIS mapping and analysis, wetland 
delineation and upland and stream bank restoration.  I have been a member of the 
Chehalis Basin Partnership on the water quality and steering committees since 2003. 
Since 1998 we have spent over $100,000,000.00 of taxpayer money cleaning up the 
Chehalis Basin for the sustainability of our fisheries and protection of our endangered 
species. I have spent countless hours volunteering, attending meetings, reading reports 
and working on various projects through out the basin. The people of these communities 
are still spending money, every month, to pay for the sewer treatment plants that were 
needed as part of the cleanup.  This project puts 60,000 natural resource jobs at risk for 
20-40 jobs at the Port. This is the most ridiculous proposal that has been brought up yet. 
This is in direct violation of the Chehalis Basin Partnership Plan, the Quinault Nations 
Treaty Rights and a slap in the face of all the people that have spent time trying to make 
Grays Harbor a tourist destination and a sustainable community. The Quinault Indian 
Nation holds usual and accustomed fishing rights for the entire Chehalis Basin. These 
Tribal water rights are unquantified but are described to be based on the amount of water 
sufficient to sustain fish runs for commercial, ceremonial, and subsistence purposes. So if 
you want to pursue this then you need to assess: 
 
* Cumulative impacts of the proposed projects in Grays Harbor and other similar oil and 
fossil fuel transport projects across the region. The evaluation should include the 
increased risks related to all these projects and the impacts they would have, 
cumulatively, on our region. An since the Chehalis Basin is the most studied basin in the 
state I expect that the impacts will be extensive, and should include all the restoration 
projects done to date.  
 
* Risks from crude oil. Building this infrastructure would allow Bakken crude oil and 
diluted bitumen from the Canadian tar sands to be shipped through Grays Harbor. The 
EIS should include an evaluation of the risks of oil spills and resources needed to prevent 
and respond to Bakken oil and tar sands spills. For example, Bakken crude oil has been 
shown to be more explosive, putting our communities and first responders at greater 
risks. Tar sands sink and make cleanup of any spills much more difficult and expensive.  
 
* Environmental impacts on rivers, streams, wetlands, fishing areas, shellfish beds, and 
migratory bird habitats. Threats to these resources should be evaluated along the entire 
crude oil transport route from the point of extraction to Grays Harbor, and to where the 
crude oil is shipped from Grays Harbor. Impacts from oil spills, air pollution emissions, 
rail accidents, and infrastructure updates must be evaluated for these resources.  
 
* Risks to public health in communities from Spokane to Grays Harbor from increased 
train traffic, the potential fatalities or injuries caused by derailments and explosions, air 
emissions from the diesel used in the trains, and the emissions from storage tanks and 
transfer of the oil to oil tankers. Evaluation should include a separate Health Impact 
Assessment, an objective evaluation of the potential health impacts of a project. 
 



* Community impacts, particularly the impacts of more trains causing traffic backups that 
will impact accessibility between homes, businesses, emergency resources, and 
communities on both sides of the rail tracks from Spokane to Grays Harbor. This should 
include the economic impacts of a spill on Grays Harbor and the State, including impacts 
to the shellfish, fishing, and tourism industries. This should include a list of who is going 
to do and pay for all the cleanup when it does occur. 
 
* Climate impacts related to the greenhouse gas emissions from oil fracking, transporting 
crude oil by rail and marine vessel, and refining and burning crude oil. 
 
Please give all of these risks proper consideration when determining the impacts of this 
proposal.  If you do you will find the risks are not worth it and you will deny this project 
as you should. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
 
Teri Franklin 
Blair Hansen 
Elsie Franklin 
Morgan Hansen 



























































I have been interested in protecting the marine waters of the Pacific Northwest for many decades. I am
currently a volunteer and have spent many hours working on projects in the Salish Sea area. Attached 
are my comments for the scoping consideration. If the attachment does not open, please email me and I 
will resubmit it as I'm having some difficulty getting it attached.
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The 2014 National Climate Assessment asserts that there is no element of the Northwest that isn't now 

and won't be even more catastrophically affected by climate change: the economy, infrastructure, 

natural systems, public health, and agricultural sectors all face serious risk.  The question then is why 

should we contribute to this degradation by facilitating the export of fossil fuels which when burned 

contributes to climate change?  The scoping analysis must look at this global issue and the only action 

is to deny the permits because there is no mitigation from the consequences of burning the fossil fuels 

trans-shipped through these facilities.  There is no doubt that burning these fuels will contribute to a 

reduced water supply, increased ocean acidification, rising sea levels with subsequent coastal erosion 

and dislocation costs, increased risk of wildfires, insect and disease outbreaks.  All of these are 

happening now to a lesser degree, but will be exacerbated by facilitating the export of more fossil fuels. 

 

In the event that the above scenario is rejected than the following issues need to be addressed. 

Issues specific to the construction of these sites must include mitigation for; pollution (air, water and 

sound), accumulative traffic, storm water runoff, vehicle safety, oil spill prevention, community safety, 

construction designs, and toxic chemical releases.  But these two projects cannot be looked at in 

isolation from the 5 or 6 other shipping terminals being proposed or already operating in the Pacific 

Northwest as their effects are cumulative for the environment and the health of the economy in the 

Pacific Northwest. 

Marine Organisms 

 Many marine animals are dependent on audible messages, for example: echolocation.  Will these be 

interfered with by the increasing number and size of the vessels transiting the estuary and the coastal 

waters? Will they be stressed beyond their ability to survive?  How can this effect be mitigated?  Also 

the vibrations of the vessels and their ability to interfere because of their steel hulls with 



electroreception in many marine animals must be investigated and steps taken to reduce it..  

Furthermore, vessel traffic transiting the estuary will increase the turbidity of the water which is known 

to affect marine organisms’ ability to find food and shelter.  We already have stocks of Salmon that are 

endangered and they depend on the survival of marine organisms that seek sanctuary in the estuaries.  

These organisms are decreasing even now which means that a survey will need to be done to determine 

if even further decreases will be of such magnitude that salmon and other species are imperiled. 

Furthermore, the estuary is a rich nursery and refuge for marine organisms including shell fish.  Will 

the increase in vessel traffic negatively affect this treasure because of oil spills and just transiting the 

estuary? 

Emissions: 

Consideration must be given to the off loading from up to eight tank cars as this process is a source of 

spills and leaks and air pollution. An investigation into the size of the containment should consider the 

need to contain the contents of all 8 tank cars in the event of an accident or derailment.  The last 40 

years have provided a record of the DOT-111 tank cars that shows the vulnerability of these cars to 

easily puncture or rupture with explosions and death the result, as well as the contents being spilled.  

Also will the fourfold or more increase in the use of train tank cars result in more accidents.  And 

because the Bakken crude is 3 to 4 times more volatile than Louisiana crude, what extra safety 

considerations must be built into designs, including upgrading the electrical systems for this higher 

level of volatility to prevent explosions from accidental sparking.  Because of the VOC levels and 

explosiveness of the components The State of Missouri required a special permit for the transporting 

and handling of Bakken crude. 

The NFPA 70 Electrical hazardous classification designations of the classified areas Class1 Division 1, 

Class 1 Division 2 and non-classified areas for a plant handling Louisiana sweet crude may be much 



different than that for a plant handling Bakken crude with the much higher levels of volatile material.  

A thorough review of the plant explosive hazard areas for electrical construction design and installation 

is imperative. 

  

Because of this extra volatility, will the vapor capture systems be of sufficient size to capture and store 

the emissions?  No system is perfect so what is the level of green house gasses that is acceptable to be 

released into the atmosphere from the transfer process and just from the tank cars themselves?  Seals, 

couplings and joints all leak to some degree.  Will this incidental leakage increase?  Furthermore, and 

more serious, is the need to consider that concentrations of highly volatile hydrocarbons in the storage 

tanks and in the railroad tank cars which will facilitate fires and or explosions as we have recently seen 

in North Dakota, Quebec and Virginia. What additional security measures will be needed because there 

will be 100's of tank cars staged around the terminals and how will they be protected from a terrorist 

attack.  One man with a sniper rifle can penetrate the tanks and the cars with an armor piercing 

incendiary round from a distance of over 2,000 yards. 

Earthquakes and Tsunamis 

The area for the terminals is subjected to earthquakes and tsunamis.  The earthquake scientists tell us 

that we are overdue for a large earthquake. Are the storage tanks and the containment structures 

flexible enough to withstand a magnitude 9.0 earthquake and are they strong enough to withstand the 

force of a 50 to 100 foot wall of water striking them which is possible on the West Coast?  There are 

historical records of 100 foot tsunamis. We saw the devastation in Fukushima, Japan from a tsunami 

varying between 10 meters and 40 meters in height which easily over topped the 30 foot sea walls. Oil 

storage tanks were destroyed releasing their contents into the waters.  The question must be asked if 

any oil storage tanks should be situated within the reach of a tsunami because of safety concerns.  In 



some places in Japan the tsunami reached 6 miles inland. If they must be sited near the shore than 

mitigation to reduce the oil spillage from all the tanks in their entirety into the waters must be 

considered.  Trying to recover the spilled hydrocarbons after a release is the least attractive alternative.  

The emphasis should be on robust design so that spillage does not occur.  Another concern is the 

characteristics of the sediment on which the tanks will be built.  Are these soils subjected to 

liquefaction in a major earthquake and if so what can be done to prevent the tanks from rupturing as a 

result of this? 

 

Oil Spill Preparedness and Response 

With the increase in traffic are the response teams sufficiently staffed to handle these incidents and are 

the teams locally sourced so they can be quickly assembled and are the materials readily available and 

easily accessible? 

Are the vessel traffic control systems adequate for the tripling of vessel traffic in the estuary so that 

collisions and groundings can be avoided.  The same concern is relevant for the railroad traffic.  Are 

there pinch points that lead to long delays in moving the trains?  And are the train-auto intersections 

from Chehalis to Grays Harbor gated to reduce accidents and what can be done to mitigate the long 

wait times for emergency vehicles, if there are no overpasses.  A 10 to 15 minute delay is fatal for a 

heart attack victim. 

Storm Drainage 

With the increase in impermeable surfaces because of construction of retention structures, car 

offloading ramp and other infrastructure, will there be increases in the capacity of the storm runoff and 

treatment systems to accommodate the increased volume and mitigation to provide for replenishment 



of the ground water? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Please see the Vancouver, Washington City Council may 15 memo found at the following link. It is
referenced in my comment letter with suggestions for adding Bakken crude oil transport issues to the 
EIS scopes. http://www.columbian.com/news/2014/may/16/vancouvers-draft-resolution-urges-
rejection-oil-te/
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Westway/Imperium proposals scoping comments  Submitted by Fred Greef 
  5/27/2014 

To Whom it may concern: 
 
Thank you for this comment opportunity. The following comments represent my personal views as a 
private citizen of Washington State. All of my scoping comments refer to both EIS’s (the Westway  
Terminal Company and the Imperium Renewables proposals) for bulk liquid storage expansions at the 
Port of Grays Harbor.  
 
I believe that both of these proposals and the City of Hoquiam decisions on these large liquid storage 
(oil) expansions may have likely significant direct, indirect, and cumulative public health and safety 
impacts. The scope of analysis should include all such likely significant and cumulative adverse impacts, 
statewide.  The proposed expansions are also likely to cause significant land devaluation statewide from 
rail traffic increases that conflict with and adversely impact adjacent land uses, including recreational 
land uses. Scoping should include statewide land use conflicts and impacts such as increased train noise 
duration, increased rail traffic blockage of commercial property access, increased rail traffic disruption 
of emergency services delivery, and increased toxic diesel engine emissions in residential areas. This air 
pollution enters nearby residences even when windows are closed. Eastern Washington farmers cannot 
compete with the rail car oil transport prices for the finite number of rail cars available, if oil-by-rail 
traffic greatly increases.  The scope should include the likely substantial impacts to long time agricultural 
land uses and farm produce transportation due to a major expansion of crude oil transported by eastern 
Washington rail lines. The agricultural land use impacts from vastly expanded rail traffic should be 
assessed in all farming areas in Washington where large and rapid oil-train traffic increases are likely.  I 
do not see where such direct or indirect impacts are covered by the current suggested scope of train 
route impacts --- currently limited to Centralia to Hoquiam only.   
 
Significant statewide public health and safety impacts associated with train traffic increases will be 
further explained below. If oil terminal storage is not increased, the oil-by-rail train traffic will not 
increase.  The Hoquiam proposals are large enough to trigger big oil train traffic increases. 
 
The scope of both EISs should be expanded to cover likely significant environmental impacts associated 
with large and rapid increases in rail traffic at the statewide level, but not beyond. I do not see any need 
to consider Canadian rail traffic changes or changes in other states that might be less directly tied to the 
City of Hoquiam decisions. The City of Hoquiam and Ecology should at least require the proponents to 
disclose all of the likely oil train routes within Washington State and the scale of likely rail traffic 
increases in all affected Washington communities statewide that may result from the City of Hoqiam 
decisions. All affected Washington state communities should have the opportunity to express their 
concerns associated with direct or indirect rail traffic impacts from the proposed Port of Grays Harbor oil 
storage expansions. The EIS scopes for both proposals should include the additive and cumulative oil 
train traffic impacts statewide.  
 
Detailed statewide maps of all likely oil train routes will assist with full public disclosure for all 
Washington citizens in all communities.  The public will want to know where there will be big increases 
in oil train traffic if the vast new oil storage terminals are approved. Full public disclosure of all likely 
Washington train routes is essential to a proper SEPA review. This is needed to allow full public 
participation at the earliest point in time before the irreversible City of Hoquiam decisions are made.  
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  5/27/2014 

The Washington communities likely to be most impacted by increased train traffic deserve a voice in the 
direct or indirect impacts to their communities that are tied to Hoquiam’s oil storage capacity decisions.  
 
The scope should include all similar current proposals or likely near-future oil terminal proposals in 
Washington State that might result in large and rapid rail traffic increases associated with transport and 
storage of Bakken oil.  This is part of the baseline information needed for the affected environment 
section of the EISs. The scope of analysis for these proposals must be assessed in combination with all  
similar Washington state proposals to address the potential total or cumulative statewide oil train traffic 
impacts and how the Hoquiam proposals change the current and likely near future rail traffic levels. One 
example is the current proposed crude-by-rail proposal to build a large oil transfer terminal in 
Vancouver, Washington at the Port of Vancouver.  
 
There are several hazards associated with Bakken crude oil transport. It is much more dangerous than 
traditional coal and oil train transport, due to its flammability and explosive properties. The EIS scopes 
should address these public safety concerns on a statewide and cumulative basis. Please consider all the 
issues raised by the City Council of Vancouver Washington in their May 15 memo (attached) concerning 
the hazards and unknown safety risks of Bakken oil transport by rail in Washington State. Add these 
issues to the EIS scopes, especially if you cannot document that Washington rail lines are in good 
condition and have a good safety record. Worst case impacts of fires and explosions from derailed 
Bakken rail cars must be assumed if such impacts are unknown or safety cannot be documented.  The 
Vancouver May 15 memo suggests that the City of Vancouver strongly request the Governor of 
Washington, the Washington Department of Ecology, the Washington State Energy Facility Site 
Evaluation Council (EFSEC), and any other relevant state agencies decline to permit crude by rail oil 
terminal projects, and specifically the proposed Tesoro-Savage project. They appear to raise several 
valid safety questions that should be addressed by the scope of these Hoquiam EISs.   
 
Vancouver is only one of many statewide communities concerned about these oil-by-rail transport and 
storage proposals and increased oil train impacts that they will directly or indirectly cause if approved. 
Do not limit the scope of these EISs to Centralia and Hoquiam rail traffic and safety.  
 
The EIS scope should address the current status, adequacy and the state of repair and safety of our 
statewide rail system infrastructure, especially those lines where great expansions in current use levels 
are anticipated. The scopes should include documentation of Washington State rail safety records for 
EIS consideration, before any Hoquiam decisions set in motion a new precedent of allowing rail 
transport of the more hazardous Bakken oil on poorly maintained rail lines or in any older model train 
cars that do not meet safe standards for Bakken oil transport.  The city of Vancouver looked at recent 
national incidents involving rail transport disasters, but somehow missed considering the recent 
Washington State safety records or Northwestern United States freight train derailments. Over the last 2 
and 1/2 years there has been an average of nine per month. This rate of mishaps is before the huge 
proposed increased use of our existing rail infrastructure by oil trains and coal trains. Some derailments 
are in densely populated areas such as Vancouver, Portland, Seattle and Spokane. These statements are 
based on accident reports submitted to the US Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). Such safety 
records should be documented as part of the EIS scope. 
 
Closer to Hoquiam there were 3 derailments in 3 weeks very recently on tracks operated by Puget 
Sound and Pacific Railway in the Grays Harbor area. A grain car tipped over April 29, 2014 in Aberdeen  
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and cars came off the tracks May 9, 2014 in east Aberdeen. Thursday May 15, 2014 7 grain cars tipped 
over outside Montesano. This type of recent rail safety information should be part of the EIS scopes. 
 
The National Transportation Safety Board in January of 2014 recommended rerouting of all Bakken 
crude oil unit trains to avoid populated areas. The EIS scope should look into all the safety hazards 
associated with these trains that led to this recommendation before Hoquiam approves a vast expansion 
of crude oil storage facilities fed by these Bakken oil trains. These oil trains must cross our entire state.  
 
and pass through numerous large and small communities. The EIS scopes should address the potential 
safety threat to all Washington communities from rapid and large increases in Bakken oil train traffic. It 
seems prudent to show that such transport really can be accomplished safely prior to vast expansions of 
port terminal oil storage facilities. The transport will not occur in this state without storage terminal 
approvals. 
 
The increase in train traffic is of great concern to residents of many smaller Washington communities as 
well as to the more urban residents of Vancouver. Trains that pass through urban communities or small 
towns leave behind the worst possible class of air pollution in the form of diesel engine emissions. Diesel 
emissions are more toxic and carcinogenic than most other air pollution sources.  The EIS scope should 
assess the health impacts of increased hourly and daily air pollution levels due to diesel emissions from 
increased train traffic in all Washington state communities where National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) may be violated by these increased emissions. The local air pollution control 
authorities for those Washington State communities with existing violations of the federal Clean Air Act 
(CAA) standards may have to verify that their State Implementation Plans to achieve the NAAQS will not 
be violated by the potential increases in train traffic diesel emissions. It is likely that there will be 
increased deaths in some Washington communities due to the increased diesel emissions resulting from 
large increases in train traffic. This should be documented as part of the EIS scope, or refuted if you can 
find evidence to the contrary.  The local air pollution control agencies and the State Department of 
Ecology can help with this kind of air pollution impact assessment. The scope should include modeling of 
the likely diesel emissions in Washington communities that will result from oil port terminal expansions. 
 
Ecology’s Air Quality Program should have all the information as to which communities might be most at 
risk of new ambient air quality violations from huge increases in diesel train traffic emissions once the 
likely train traffic increases resulting from oil port terminal expansions have been mapped. The EIS scope 
should include diesel emission air quality modeling for any such communities.  Air quality modeling may 
be especially important for those communities that already suffer from poor winter air quality due to 
wood heat or due to current vehicle emissions (including train engine diesel emissions) and air quality 
inversions.   
 
Finally, in support of all of my broader scope requests above I would like to point out that SEPA review is 
required for all parts of the complete proposal as early as possible in the planning process. The 
proponents of oil transport in Washington may be trying to avoid statewide SEPA review of all parts of 
their larger plan. Ecology and the City of Hoquiam should require that the EIS scopes include all 
significant impacts of statewide train transport of Bakken oil. The larger oil-by-rail statewide transport 
plan for Bakken oil should be disclosed and examined under SEPA before the closely associated and 
interdependent City of Hoquiam decisions are made. Separate projects or parts of a bigger plan that are  
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closely related and interdependent with, and depend on the bigger plan for their existence, should be 
looked at in the same environmental document to meet SEPA requirements. Scoping should not piece-
meal SEPA review for each separate Washington State large oil terminal/storage proposal as though 
they are not related to each other and do not result in cumulative statewide impacts, such as from huge 
increases in statewide rail traffic. Ecology and Hoquiam should be commended for at least combining 
two of the larger current railroad-dependent oil transport proposals for SEPA scoping. The scope should, 
however, include a broader, statewide look at likely cumulative environmental impacts associated with 
increased oil train use. Such analysis is required early in the decision making process under SEPA, before 
irreversible decisions are made on separate but closely related projects. SEPA responsible officials must 
first consider the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the current oil port terminal expansions in 
the context of the larger statewide plan to transport vast quantities of oil by rail across this entire state.  
Oil port terminal expansions with vast increases in oil storage capacity are clearly interdependent parts 
of a bigger plan to vastly increase oil transport by rail cars across Washington State. You cannot have 
one without the other. The EIS scope must therefore acknowledge and address the larger oil transport 
plan for Washington State if it has not yet been captured in another environmental document(s). If such 
analysis has already been conducted and is adequate it still should be cited and incorporated by 
reference as part of the scope for the Hoquiam proposals. 
 
Sincerely, 
Fred Greef  
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Sunday, May 25, 2014 
 
Imperium and Westway EISs 
c/o ICF International 
710 Second Avenue, Suite 550 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
Subject: Don't let the Pacific Northwest become a thoroughfare for dirty oil – Comments 
on the Westway and Imperium Oil Export Terminals 
 
Dear Department of Ecology and City of Hoquiam, 
 
As a native Washingtonian, I am very concerned about the significant detrimental 
impacts the Westway and Imperium terminal proposals in Grays Harbor will have on the 
community, environment, waterways of Washington, and the future of Washington State 
and the region. I strongly urge you to fully assess the environmental and cultural threats 
from these proposed projects. 
 

“Our duty to the whole, including to the unborn generations, bids us to restrain an 
unprincipled present-day minority from wasting the heritage of these unborn 
generations. The movement for the conservation of wildlife and the larger movement 
for the conservation of all our natural resources are essentially democratic in spirit, 
purpose and method.” 
-- Theodore Roosevelt 

 
The Environmental Impact Statements for these projects should include an evaluation 
of: 
 
• Cumulative impacts. Cumulative impact of the proposed projects in Grays Harbor, 

and other similar oil and fossil fuel transport projects across the region. The 
evaluation should include the increased risks related to all these projects and the 
impacts they would have, cumulatively, on the region. 

 
• Risks of oil spills in our marine environment. Increased vessel traffic and associated 

increased amounts of oil traveling through waterways mean a higher risk of oil spills, 
especially given the lack of tug escorts available to tankers. The EIS should also 
consider what the economic impacts of a spill, including to the shellfish, fishing, and 
tourism industries, would have on Grays Harbor and the entire region. 

 
• Risks from crude oil. Putting in place this infrastructure would allow Bakken crude oil 

and oil from the Canadian tar sands to come to Grays Harbor. The EIS should 
include an evaluation of the risks, resources needed to prevent spills, and response 
required related to these different oils. Bakken shale crude oil has been shown to be 
more explosive, putting our communities and first responders at greater risks. Tar 
sands sink and make cleanup of any spills much more difficult and expensive. 

 
• Impacts to Grays Harbor communities. Community impacts, particularly the impacts 

of more trains causing traffic backups that will impact accessibility between homes, 



businesses, emergency resources, and communities on both sides of the rail tracks 
from Spokane to Grays Harbor. 

 
• Public health impacts. The EIS should include the health risks to communities from 

Spokane to Grays Harbor from increased train traffic, air emissions from the diesel 
used in the trains, and the emissions from storage tanks and transfer of the oil to oil 
tankers. Evaluation should include a separate Health Impact Assessment, an 
objective evaluation of the potential health impacts of the projects. 

 
• Environmental impacts, including threats to streams, wetlands, fishing areas, 

shellfish beds, and migratory bird habitats. These threats should be evaluated along 
the entire transport route of the crude oil—from possible areas where the crude oil is 
sourced to Grays Harbor to where the crude oil goes from Grays Harbor. This 
includes threat of oil spills, air emissions, accidents, and the infrastructure updates 
required to transport the crude oil on the environmental resources. 

 
• Climate impacts related to the greenhouse gas emissions from the hydraulic 

fracturing, tar sands extraction, transporting—both by rail and marine vessel—as 
well as the refining and burning of this crude oil. 

 
Of particular importance is the threat of oil spills and other accidents and the impact 
based on the type of crude oil—Bakken shale or Canadian tar sands—and how, based 
on the type of crude oil, a spills and accident would be prevented, and, in the case of an 
accident, cleaned up. 
 

“As we peer into society’s future, we—you and I, and our government—must avoid 
the impulse to live only for today, plundering for our own ease and convenience the 
precious resources of tomorrow. We cannot mortgage the material assets of our 
grandchildren without risking the loss also of their political and spiritual heritage. We 
want democracy to survive for all generations to come, not to become the insolvent 
phantom of tomorrow.” 
-- Dwight D. Eisenhower 

 
Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I strongly urge you to reject these 
unprecedented applications for the Westway and Imperium terminals in Grays Harbor. 
 

“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the 
biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.” 
-- Aldo Leopold 

 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. Please do NOT add my name to 
your mailing list. I will learn about future developments on this issue from other sources. 
 
Sincerely, 
Christopher Lish 
Olema, CA 
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Brian Little, BS BA 
316 West 5th Street 

Aberdeen WA 98520 
 
May 27, 2014 
 
 
Ms. Sally Toteff, Regional Director Southwest Regional Office 
State of Washington Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 
 
Mr. Brian Shay, City Administrator 
City of Hoquiam 
 
Subject: Imperium and Westway EISs 

c/o ICF International, 
710 Second Avenue, Suite 550 
Seattle, WA 98104 

 
 
Dear Ms. Toteff and Mr. Shay, 
 
I am writing to express my support for the US Development Group, Imperium, and Westway proposals aimed at 
capitalizing on a market opportunity by constructing and operating bulk liquid transfer facilities on property leased from the 
Port of Grays Harbor (P of GH).  I have a high degree of respect for the thoroughness of the environmental review and 
permitting processes and as such I am limiting my comments to a couple of key discussion areas.  Additionally I trust that 
the port performed their due diligence when they were initially approached with the opportunity and so I won’t comment 
on the credibility of the project applicants or their capacity to do what they agree to do.  
 
I am submitting the following comments to voice concerns regarding the tentative discussion areas outlined in the 
Determinations of Significance.  I understand that additional areas for study will be identified and discussed as a result of 
this scoping process and it is my hope that either more specificity is added to existing discussion areas and/or new 
discussion sections added. 
 
Comment 1)   
Please consider thoroughly exploring and discussing the circumstances surrounding the legal relationship between the 
Port of Grays Harbor as property owner and the proposed tenants in terms of joint and several liability for potential 
adverse consequences caused by allowing the siting of the bulk liquid transfer facilities on publicly controlled lands.  What 
role does the Port have in the mitigation of potential adverse impacts?   
 
Comment 2) 
Please consider requiring that a version of the rail transportation impact analysis be divided into individual clearly 
understandable segments that specifically identify communities together with their unique deficiencies.  It is understood 
that the railroads are not the project proponents and that there exists no substantive authority to force them to do 
anything, but they are integral to the viability of the CBR proposals.  Grays Harbor County has a number of at grade 
crossings that have the bare minimum in terms of signage let alone signaling and guards. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.   
I look forward to reviewing the Draft Environmental Assessment Statement when it is released. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Brian Little, BS BA 
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On February 1, 2013, Dale Jensen, Spill Prevention, Preparedness & Response 
Program Manager of the Washington Department of Ecology wrote the following 
in an email to Sally Toteff in response to the public response at the January 30th 
public meeting at the Rotary Log Pavilion in Aberdeen regarding the three crude 
by rail projects proposed for Hoquiam: 
 
“Crude or refined products have not been moved out of the Grays Harbor in the 
large quantities as is being proposed…ever. On the C-River…crude oil has not 
been moved, but a lot of refined product has. Crude oil…no matter the makeup, 
behaves differently than refined product and therefore the mind set and 
readiness needs to be different to ensure we have good systems (right 
equipment and training) in place to prevent spills, but also safely and rapidly 
respond to ensure the impacts to our environment and economy are minimized. 
Also, petroleum products have been moved forever over our rail lines, but never 
through our state in any large quantity of rail cars, or unit trains in the numbers 
that occurring now and are proposed; then crossing our entire state and 
following/crossing our rivers, streams, sensitive water sheds and aquifers. On the 
marine side – ship movements will change and transit traffic will increase and we 
are already doing some risk work in the Salish Sea to study those changes or 
proposed changes. 
 
We and the industry can do everything possible to prevent a spill from occurring, 
but from a socioeconomic standpoint, the shellfish folks or agricultural families, or 
tribes and local communities have a legitimate concern; it only takes one spill to 
wipe out generation(s) of a livelihood of work they have enjoyed and are skilled 
to do. It’s a fair question to ask for assurances that protect their livelihood and 
that if there is a spill…that there be assurances that those impacted would be 
expeditiously restored or fairly paid- and that those economies remain strong and 
the environment fully recovers. 
 
From the Spills Programs standpoint it really isn’t about whether petroleum or 
coal products are moved through our state or not, but if it is about safety – safety 
of our responders, safety of our public, safety of our environment – everyone 
living here and visiting wants to enjoy the healthy environment we appreciate, 
and safety of to our economy- a strong local and state economy is a good thing.” 
 
This statement underlines the total lack of experience on the Harbor with the 
receiving, storage, and shipping of crude oil. Regardless of the type of crude oil 
shipped, Bakken crude or Alberta tar-sands, the recovery from a spill is at best 
only partial, and in the case of tar-sands crude, negligible. 
 
From the Geographic Response Plan only approximately 30% of a light crude oil 
spill would be recoverable under calm wind conditions with no waves or current.  
This condition is not frequently encountered in Grays Harbor. The twice-daily 
tidal flow conditions result in currents of 1 – 1.5 knots during a flood tide and from 



2 to 3.5 knots during an ebb tide. These conditions alone will make booming and 
skimming operations infeasible. 
 
A spill of tar-sands oil will have a heavy component which will sink to the bottom 
of the Harbor, rendering all recovery impossible by normal methods.  Perhaps 
dredging, as is being attempted in the Kalamazoo River with little success, would 
be possible, but only at great expense and with the destruction of what little 
marine life which might survive the spill. 
 
The Imperium SEPA checklist, p23 item 6a, states: “Natural gas may also be 
used intermittently to generate steam to heat the contents of the tanks and to 
preheat rail cars to facilitate off-loading of viscous product. The steam will be 
provided via the neighboring Imperium Grays Harbor biodiesel production 
facility.” 
 
The use of railcar and storage tank heating would only be necessary if Alberta 
tar-sands oil were to be shipped.  This would be devastating to the cultural 
environment of Grays Harbor County.  As you know, the tar-sands oil has a large 
volatile fraction of the car contents provided to enable it to be shipped. The most 
volatile component will disperse in the atmosphere and the water column, while 
the remainder of the car contents will sink in the event of a spill. 
 
The tar-sand synthetic crude oil’s volatile components will escape from the 
railcars, the storage tank vents, and any contained spills.  The odors from the tar-
sands crude will be a great deterrent to the Harbor’s tourist industries, including 
the beaches, the Grays Harbor National Wildlife Refuge and the Shorebird 
Festival, and to the many schools that are within the area, including local 
elementary schools, both Aberdeen and Hoquiam high schools, etc.  In summer 
conditions, the fugitive volatile components will escape at an even higher rate 
than that resulting from the tank heating.  It seems unlikely that the vapor 
combustion units will be running 24 hours a day; therefore the odors will be 
permeating the neighborhoods close to the terminals, and all along the rail 
shipping route. 
 
Since the Spills Prevention and Spills Department both have only limited 
experience with crude oil recovery under calm conditions of limited current flow, 
and only textbook experience with tar-sands oil recovery, denying the permits on 
these grounds would be the prudent course.  
 
Will the Department of Ecology have the courage to deny permits based on 
inability to clean spills and/or the inability to control vapor emissions?  Once the 
facilities are converted to handling tar-sands crude, there will be massive 
increases in noxious odors, and an accompanying decrease in livability and 
property values. 
 
Arnold Martin, 631 Chenault Ave, Hoquiam, WA 98550 

















































These are my comments regarding Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for the two expansion 
projects proposed by Imperium Renewables and Westway at the Port of Grays Harbor, and also the oil 
storage and shipping facility being proposed by U.S. Development Group (to be built near the Grays 
Harbor National Wildlife Refuge at Bowerman Basin and Hoquiam High School) and their potential 
impacts to the community. 

1. We are not alone!  Personally, I don't know how the Washington State Department of Ecology 
and the City of Hoquiam can do any kind of environmental impact statement without taking into 
consideration the impacts these projects will undoubtedly have on other towns, cities and states from 
the point of origin of the crude oil to the terminals in Hoquiam.  These projects don't just effect the 
citizens of our fair city.  They effect everything along the routes they travel - business, people, animals, 
the environment.  Are the Port of Grays Harbor and the City of Hoquiam actually willing to proceed 
with these projects without studying the potential impacts on others?  These projects may increase 
revenues to the Port and Hoquiam, but will they in turn decrease revenues for others.  It's like they are 
thumbing their collective noses at everyone else and saying that just because they want this to happen, 
it should happen, whether others are harmed in the process or not. 

Have studies been done of the infrastructure currently in place along the routes to determine if they are  
adequate?  Are communities all along the routes equipped to handle catastrophic events such as spills, 
explosions, etc.?  Has anyone asked them if they mind having several miles of tank cars full of 
explosive materials passing through their neighborhoods, thereby increasing the danger of collisions 
with vehicles? - or people? - or animals?  Would they mind if their property values decrease?  What 
about the effects on trade and commerce?  How would the increased traffic on the rail system and on 
our waterways affect other businesses/companies using those same means of transportation? 
 
This may sound a little far-fetched to some, but what about the possibility of an increased risk of 
terrorism?  A hundred tank cars filled with flammable/explosive materials could do some serious 
damage in the right location. 

2. First they have to get it here!  The two expansion projects alone would bring more than three 
trains through our communities each day.  The wisdom of transporting that much oil from North 
Dakota in puncture-prone tank cars considered by experts to be mostly unsafe by rail industry 
standards, along poorly-maintained tracks and across bridges that were not built to withstand those 
types of loads, totally escapes me.  These trains will be up to a mile and a half long, which most likely 
means they will cut off some areas of our cities, towns and neighborhoods from necessary emergency 
response for prolonged periods as they rumble along for over 1500 miles toward their final destination 
on land - Hoquiam.  In some areas, railroad tracks that would be used to transport this oil to the Port 
are within mere feet of people's homes and businesses.  In other areas, the trains travel within blocks of 
schools and hospitals. 

While the Imperium and Westway projects are supposed to receive the bulk of their oil from North 
Dakota, when (not if) the international market demand is ripe, the crude by rail terminals in Hoquiam 
will become transshipment points for Canadian crude from Alberta's tar sands (the second largest oil 
deposit on the planet).  It's my understanding that this type of crude is even harder to handle. 

The state of Washington should consider placing a moratorium on expansions of existing oil train 
facilities and to oppose new oil-by-rail transfer terminals until the safety of all oil train cars and the 
tracks they travel on are properly upgraded and regulated.  What would happen if there were a 
derailment... or an explosion... or a spill?  Our local first responders are wonderful at what they do, but 



there are simply too few of them and they do not have the tools nor are they trained to handle a crisis 
of that magnitude.  Who would provide training?  Who would take care of the cleanup/damages/ 
recovery? 
 
3. Benefit to Hoquiam Marginal:  We are all aware that jobs are needed, locally and across the 
nation.  However, once the construction phase of these projects is concluded, the number of permanent 
jobs created locally would be minimal over all... especially compared to the jobs that would be lost if a 
disaster were to occur and our natural environment were threatened or destroyed. 

3. Impacts are many.  A few examples of the impacts are:  risks to the marine life and to the 
environment from oil spills/derailments/increased use of our waterways; risks to migratory bird 
habitats; potential risks to the health of our communities from increased diesel air emissions; decreased 
property values in areas where the trains travel and near where the storage tanks are to be located; 
potential risks for loss of life and property in the event of a catastrophic explosion; increased traffic 
impacts on some neighborhoods; risks to children living along and going to school along the path of 
the trains and near the storage facilities; increased noise and air pollution; potential impact to tourism 
industry. 

Our local communities are faced with the threat of earthquakes/tsunamis and the increased costs 
associated with insuring our properties, causing a decrease in property values.  I can't help but think 
that oil terminals in our midst would further erode the investment that property owners have made in 
their homes, a sad ending to a lifetime of work. 
 
When weighing the risks versus the rewards, the risks involved in these projects are too great and there 
appear to be few, if any, rewards.  Most of us don't live here for the weather... we live here for the 
natural beauty, the natural resources, and the quality of life.  Let's not allow oil companies to terminate 
that quality by placing their oil terminals in Grays Harbor. 
 
Bev Miller 
Hoquiam 
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05/23/2014 

NO CRUDE OIL PIPELINE BY RAIL THROUGH CENTRALIA & LEWIS COUNTY! 
 
We OPPOSE new efforts by out of state interests to transport up to  
5,250 crude oil tanker railcars per week through the heart of both Downtown and Residential 
Centralia and Lewis County  
to enormous new crude oil terminals along Grays Harbor! 
 
• Crude oil trains would substantially increase the amount of time traffic through Centralia is 
completely stopped due to train movement or lack of movement (up to or exceeding 12 hours 
per day). Crude oil tanker trains are louder than other trains. Horn blasts will occur at all grade 
crossings day and night. 
 
• Response time for Police, Fire and Emergency Medical Response services will increase 
exponentially due to tracks being blocked by these 1.5 mile long crude oil tankers.  
 
• We already know these tanker trains will leak oil, emit fumes and unhealthy particulates. We 
also know prolonged exposure to crude oil fumes, droplets or skin contact causes birth defects; 
contains known carcinogens in significant amounts such as benzene (which causes leukemia); 
and may cause other short and long term health effects such as chemical pneumonia, 
headaches, irritation to the nose, throat and lungs. 
 
• Crude oil spills by train are 2.7 times more likely to occur than those by pipeline. Rail 
accidents occur 34 times more frequently than pipeline accidents for every ton of crude 
shipped comparable distances. The crude oil trains proposed will be up to 1.5 miles/125 cars 
long, and as a result harder to control, increasing the risk of something going wrong. Our area’s 
aging rail and bridge infrastructure, much of it built on often saturated flood plains, has not 
been sufficiently assessed for suitability to this additional rail traffic, with each tanker car 
weighing up to 143 tons. 
 
• This crude oil is classified as more highly flammable than gasoline by the NFPA, placing 
Centralia residents along the line at risk for both fire and explosion (Note neighboring 
Montesano has had two train derailments in recent years.).  
 
• A single crude oil spill could severely damage drinking water, groundwater and marine 
resources, as well as hunting, fishing, agricultural, commercial and recreational resources in 
Centralia and Lewis County.  
 
• A number of Northwest oil refineries already accept crude oil shipments making the proposed 
terminals both redundant and unnecessary. For this reason, it is thought terminals are actually 
being built to supply lucrative markets in China and Asia. 
 
As a pass-through community, crude oil shipments will diminish our property values, hurt our 



children, families, seniors, farms and businesses! 
In short, Centralia and Lewis County would see all of the negative consequences and expenses, 
but none of the benefits. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip Brooke Centralia 

Bryan Flournoy Auburn 

Stacy Emerson Tacoma 

Tracey Keller Centralia 

Cheryl Kopec Tacoma 

Gretchen Staebler Centralia 

Susan Lawler Tacoma 

Lydia (Dee) Margeson Tacoma 

Susan Brock Seattle 

Deborah Middleton Seattle 

Laura Saxon morriston 

Ivonne Casco Tacoma 

Jan Nontell Centralia 

ZACHARY CAMPBELL Dallas 

Sally Buckner Cary 

Jason Schmidt Kansas City 

Justin Page Centralia 

Kristine Dickson Studio City 

Concerned Citizen New City 

Laura Jones Port Charlotte 

Caroline Swope Tacoma 

danielle gendron Farmington 

Alain Garceau Bradenton 

Sarah Dailey Chehalis 

Lucy Page Centralia 

Kristy Woodford Centralia 

Margaret Rader Rochester 

jody kyes Chehalis 

Kristine Sesler Centralia 

Susanne Lackie Centralia 

Kathleen Stilz Fisher Tenino 

Lissa Osborne Centralia 

Donna Lines Silver Creek 

Emily Barr Centralia 

Heidi Schroeder Centralia 

Maryellen Jones Centralia 

Marti Paige Hatton 

heath jacobs Seattle 



Todd Snyder San Francisco 

Susan Troyanek Centralia 

Vivian  Johnston Oakville 

Boneta Campbell montesano 

Heather Slusher Centralia 

marilyn kimmerling tacoma 

David Baket Centralia 

Susan McRae Olympia 

Christine VanderWal Oakland 

bonnie beltz puyallup 

Eric Carlson Chehalis 

Jason Smith Seattle 

rebecca ellison Centralia 

James  McNeil Spanaway 

Sarah Morken Tacoma 

Grange Christine Nice 

Margi Nowak Tacoma 

Robert Garvey Lilburn 

marcelo romano Belo Horizonte 

vicki johnson Centralia 

SCOTT DICKINSON Leesburg 

cheryl sanderson centralia 

michelle beck Portland 

Teresa Linwood Centralia 

Katie Husband Fareham 

Lela McNutt Centralia 

Joe Young Lafayhette Hill 

Peggy Acosta Womelsdorf 

barbara jannicelli spring hill 

Chantal Buslot Hasselt 

Rosalind Owen Walsall 

Patricia Bumiller Valrico 

Dennis Bellone Brooklyn 

Doris Doss bandon 

evelyn phillips brentwood 

Phyllis Huang Lafayette 

susan vaughn memphis 

Thomas Aldrich Austin 

ria wefels kerkrade 

Casey Marcou Gloucester 

Leandra Little Weehawken 

Emilia Lausz Pocono Summit 

Lauri Balter East Islip 

Tony Menechella Frankfort 

Rikje Maria  Ruiter Utrecht 



Nola Martin Nebo 

Büşra Efendioğlu İstanbul 

donna yannazzone haverstraw 

Mary C. Hohmann Lowell 

Darryl Clayton Calumet City 

Daniela Rossi 
 Beth Newman Fethiye 

Timothy Greer 
 Patti Allen Lostine 

Joshua Goodwin los angeles 

James Raleigh Norwood 

David Kent Richmond 

Jillian Denmark Port St Lucie 

Debra Knowles Kew Gardens 

Lynn Miller Ocala 

chris dickinson independence 

Erika  Wurth Macomb 

Sydney Tucker 
 Wil Ward Bloomington 

dawn birch rochester 

Nicole Weber Pasadena 

judith Friedman Manlius 

Yasiu Kruszynski Chicago 

esperanza martinez olias madrid 

Colleen Kline Milltown 

Tammy Hiller Lewisburg 

J G Elba 

Laura Watson Lynchburg 

David Bethell Hopewell Junction 

JUSTINE TILLEY Los Angeles 

Raymond Romano Warwick 

Debbie Williamson Mountain Home 

Ginger Geronimo Birmingham 

Steve Mitchell Lewisburg 

Brenda Bossman Placida 

Andrea King Omaha 

Mary-Ellen Milesnick Gladstone 

Elizabeth  Grieco Saylorsburg 

Deanna Stillings MA 

Elizabeth Morbee Union 

judith schmitz 
 miles kenn kingston 

Ronald Prado Miami 

Lilo Prinz Au/ZH 

Debbie Rinaldi Bedford 



Cynthia Arneson Lombard 

Daniel Baek Levittown 

Denise Romano Austin 

Kim Duncan Roanoke 

John Richard Young 
East Norriton Township, Norristown, Montgomery 
Co. 

Brenda Tucker oakland city 

Alia Durfee Fond du Lac 

ariel kirkland Charlotte 

Christopher Collins Staten Island 

Stephanie Vrabel Glendora 

Ethan Classetti Marlton 

Elizabeth Goggins Frederiksted 

rosemary bay hyde park 

Mary Walker Aumsville 

ALEXANDRA MOSQUERA 
 Tucker Reed Los Angeles 

Joan Amero Portland 

Dena Garcia Saint Cloud 

Linda Collier Hyattsville, 

nesser faboule miami 

Steve Iverson Corona Del Mar 

Elizabeth Long Philadelphia 

sue sch. Florida 

Eduardo de Olazabal Santa Fe (Cap) 

dolores bello melbourne 

debra  parker jacksonville 

alexis sudin oceanside 

Kay Koelker Buffalo 

Ellen G Sussex 

Jerry Ravnitzky Mahopac 

Olivia Schlosser Mansfield Center 

Amy Huynh CALIFORNIA 

Kathleen Murphy Seattle 

donna lauria enfield 
Kurt and MaryAnne 
Herbel Quinton 

Joy Vance Salinas 

Gemma Barsby Greenwood 

Flávia Orlando Rio de Janeiro 

Gail Breslin Clearwater 

Mia Madison Memphis 

Andrea Prieto boca raton 

Debbie St. Marie Everett 

Mary Rapp 
 



EV Perez San Antonio 

france Poulin Outremont 

Vernida Jackson Kent 

Cheri Langlois Mendocino 

anita maldonado brooklyn 

Jimmy Sperling Sacramento 

Elizabeth Quijano Stockton 

Gena Ryan Annapolis 

Amanda Messick Church Hill 

Barbara Mendenhall Sacramento 

Roseanne Pacheco Valatie 

kay bird Santa Fe 

Elizabeth Freer Scottsdale 

leland  hodges High Point 

Isa Mendoza Alameda 

Natalie Smith Redmond 

James Mulcare Clarkston 

anna claire bayles galveston 

vikki melnick albuqueruque 

dc katten Arizona 

 Michelle Charron-Witt Howell 

James Leger Las Vegas 

Susan D. Tarzwell Las Vegas 

Luis Cardenas El Paso 

Mary Petrosky San Mateo 

Robert LaVenture Albuquerque 

Karen Sandall Houston 

Thomas Pintagro Jamestown 

j angell rescue 

Elisabeth Ritter Schwabach 

Sam Heaton Mocksville 

alan zukor cambridge 

Michael Zagone Albuquerque 

Roberta Desalle New York 

k hagerty madison 

wilma nelson springhill 

Bonnie Smith buckhannon 

Kristina Sanders Union 

James Thompson Salt Lake City 

jon spar, MD albq., 

Kathy Carey Chevy Chase 

rebecca schuler kona 

Lucy McKernan seven hills 

Ann Tedeschi-Davidson North Babylon 

ROCIO GALAN 
 



Gerald Kline New York 

tina horowitz philadelphia 

Melissa Goldsberry Medford 

Dona  LaSchiava Tucson 

alize vazquez New Jersey 

Stefanie Baldwin Albany 

Toni McCalley Hamilton 

sarah cortez honolulu 

Susan  Christine MOntara 

Kate Krimsky Salisbury Mills 

Cecilia Banner Longmont 

Heike Feldmann Griesheim 

Ruth Gutman New York 

Robert Donohue New York 

Thomas Eaves Newark 

MICHAEL OCONNOR ALBUQUERQUE 

sandra lopes spotswood 

Gabriel  Stanley Matteson 

July Roberts Geneva 

Virginia Christopherson Orem 

Marylyn Eichenholtz Cortlandt Manor 

Wanda Velez Fort Lauderdale 

Bernadette onyenaka baltimore 

Marsha Estefan San Antonio 

Andrea Wilson Detroit 

Alexis Mohr Hopewell Junction 

Barbara Rourke San Diego 
Susanne Hesse & Doug 
Dyer Alachua 

bill  perine corpus christi 

Susan Galante Fuquay-Varina 

Billy Gamblin 
 Patricia Konkle Bedford 

Aaron Wilkins Poughkeepsie 

yolanda figueroa tampa 

Jacinta Clement Los Angeles 

Peter Kralovic Bratislava 

Roger McLean Centralia 

Alicia Batt Minneapolis 

STEPHEN ANDERSON MANCHESTER 

robert nobrega boca raton 

mark juckett sr. browns mills 

Armand Biron Mansfield Center 

canan görmüsoglu 
 Mary McGrail Rockville 



Jennifer Hall Greeneville 

Catherine Emry reno 

Philip Lee South Portland 

Elisa Townshend Denver 

Janice Nelson Arcadia 

Dona Stewart Bluffton 

Yanula Pengenika Milton 

Susan Allen Raleigh 

jesse dittmer traverse city 

Dennis Stevens Columbus 

Jeanne O. West Trenton 

Lisa Marie Ventura 

Renate Thiemig 
 Travis Woods Houston 

Sally Cameron Denver 

Kristian Evensen 
 Andrew Snyder South Bend 

Nancy Lee Farrell Tacoma 

Anita Kanitz 
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May 25, 2014 
 
Submitted via web portal: 
https://public.commentworks.com/cwx/westwayimperiumcommentform/ 
 
Department of Ecology and City of Hoquiam  
Imperium and Westway EISs 
c/o ICF International 
710 Second Avenue, Suite 550 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
RE: Comments on Scope of EISs for Proposed Westway and Imperium Terminals in 
Grays Harbor 
 
Department of Ecology and City of Hoquiam: 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the scope of the Environmental Impact 
Statements (EISs) for the proposed Westway and Imperium Terminals and to secure 
standing in these EIS processes.  The following comments identify potential adverse 
impacts that would occur if the proposed Westway and Imperium Terminals are 
approved. 
  
While the Westway and Imperium Terminals are proposed to be located in Grays 
Harbor, the area of potential adverse impacts is much greater.  I am a resident of San 
Juan County, a tax payer, property owner, business owner, and a former member of the 
San Juan County Council.  I am concerned that my quality of life and that of my fellow 
islanders in San Juan County would be adversely impacted by the proposed Westway 
and Imperium Terminals.  Our quality of life depends upon San Juan County’s beautiful 
environment which is also the basis of our economy.  Our economic drivers include our 
iconic and federally listed as endangered Southern Resident Killer Whales (SRKWs). 
 
The SRKWs are spending an increased amount of time along the outer coast, including 
Grays Harbor1 where it is presumed that they are feeding on salmon from the 
Humptulips, Satsop, and Wynoochee rivers.  Please require the EISs to address the 
potential adverse impacts of oil spills in and near Grays Harbor from the proposed 
Westway and Imperium Terminals, including all 

 Adverse impacts to the SRKWs  

 Adverse impacts to the salmon from the Humptulips, Satsop, and Wynoochee 
rivers that are essential to the SRKW’s diet  

 
Please require the EISs to address vessel traffic, including a vessel transportation 
impact analysis for vessel traffic in or surrounding the waters of San Juan County if the 
proposed Westway and Imperium Terminals will generate any increases in vessel traffic 
in any of the following waterways: Strait of Juan de Fuca, Rosario Strait, Georgia Strait, 

                                                           
1
 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8ApK0SYothA 
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Boundary Pass, Haro Strait.  This should include any bunkering related vessel traffic.  If 
the permitting of the proposed Westway and Imperium Terminals will generate any 
additional vessel traffic in the waters in or surrounding San Juan County, please require 
the EISs to address the potential adverse impacts from the increased risk of oil spills in 
these waters, including all  

 Adverse impacts to the health of San Juan County’s residents and visitors, 
including any propulsion fuel particulate impacts on air quality 

 Adverse impacts to San Juan County’s environment 

 Adverse impacts to the SRKWs 

 Adverse impacts to commercial and recreational fishing and fishing related treaty 
rights 

 Adverse impacts to commercial and recreational shellfish harvest and shellfish 
harvest related treaty rights 

 Adverse impacts to San Juan County’s tourism economy 

 Adverse impacts to San Juan County’s shoreline and water-view property values 
and any potential redistribution of tax burden to all San Juan County property 
owners if shoreline property valuations are reduced  

 Adverse impacts to San Juan County’s real estate sales and housing 
construction related revenues 

 
As a tax payer in Washington State, I am concerned that my tax burden and that of my 
fellow islanders in San Juan County and all the citizens of Washington State would be 
adversely impacted by the proposed Westway and Imperium Terminals. Please require 
the EISs to address the costs to Washington State to address all the required 
transportation infrastructure improvements associated with the proposed Westway and 
Imperium Terminals. San Juan County contributes more tax dollars to Washington State 
than it receives in State expenditures, and ranks last of all 39 Washington State 
Counties in terms of per capita tax revenue generated vs. per capita state expenditures 
(as of Fiscal Year 2012 – the most current analysis from the Office of Fiscal 
Management).2  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the scope of the EISs for the proposed 
Westway and Imperium Terminals and to secure my standing in these EIS processes.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Lovel Pratt  
2551 Cattle Point Road  
Friday Harbor, WA 98250 

                                                           
2
 http://www.ofm.wa.gov/fiscal/expenditures_and_revenues/state_expenditures_revenues_by_cty.pdf 

 

http://www.ofm.wa.gov/fiscal/expenditures_and_revenues/state_expenditures_revenues_by_cty.pdf
















































































































































































































































































I have been a naturalist and steward of Washington waters for over 65 years. We as a group of 
concerned citizens have been especially vigilant about salmon nurturing estuaries. Grays Harbor has a 
very productive estuary system and it would be barbaric to destroy it. Please see the attachment for 
detailed comments. Craig Wollam
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The 2014 National Climate Assessment asserts that there is no element of the Northwest that isn't now 

and won't be even more catastrophically affected by climate change: the economy, infrastructure, 

natural systems, public health, and agricultural sectors all face serious risk.  The question then is why 

should we contribute to this degradation by facilitating the export of fossil fuels which when burned 

contributes to climate change?  The scoping analysis must look at this global issue and the only action 

is to deny the permits because there is no mitigation from the consequences of burning the fossil fuels 

trans-shipped through these facilities.  There is no doubt that burning these fuels will contribute to a 

reduced water supply, increased ocean acidification, rising sea levels with subsequent coastal erosion 

and dislocation costs, increased risk of wildfires, insect and disease outbreaks.  All of these are 

happening now to a lesser degree, but will be exacerbated by facilitating the export of more fossil fuels. 

 

In the event that the above scenario is rejected than the following issues need to be addressed. 

Issues specific to the construction of these sites must include mitigation for; pollution (air, water and 

sound), accumulative traffic, storm water runoff, vehicle safety, oil spill prevention, community safety, 

construction designs, and toxic chemical releases.  But these two projects cannot be looked at in 

isolation from the 5 or 6 other shipping terminals being proposed or already operating in the Pacific 

Northwest as their effects are cumulative for the environment and the health of the economy in the 

Pacific Northwest. 

Marine Organisms 

 Many marine animals are dependent on audible messages, for example: echolocation.  Will these be 

interfered with by the increasing number and size of the vessels transiting the estuary and the coastal 

waters? Will they be stressed beyond their ability to survive?  How can this effect be mitigated?  Also 

the vibrations of the vessels and their ability to interfere because of their steel hulls with 



electroreception in many marine animals must be investigated and steps taken to reduce it..  

Furthermore, vessel traffic transiting the estuary will increase the turbidity of the water which is known 

to affect marine organisms’ ability to find food and shelter.  We already have stocks of Salmon that are 

endangered and they depend on the survival of marine organisms that seek sanctuary in the estuaries.  

These organisms are decreasing even now which means that a survey will need to be done to determine 

if even further decreases will be of such magnitude that salmon and other species are imperiled. 

Furthermore, the estuary is a rich nursery and refuge for marine organisms including shell fish.  Will 

the increase in vessel traffic negatively affect this treasure because of oil spills and just transiting the 

estuary? 

Emissions: 

Consideration must be given to the off loading from up to eight tank cars as this process is a source of 

spills and leaks and air pollution. An investigation into the size of the containment should consider the 

need to contain the contents of all 8 tank cars in the event of an accident or derailment.  The last 40 

years have provided a record of the DOT-111 tank cars that shows the vulnerability of these cars to 

easily puncture or rupture with explosions and death the result, as well as the contents being spilled.  

Also will the fourfold or more increase in the use of train tank cars result in more accidents.  And 

because the Bakken crude is 3 to 4 times more volatile than Louisiana crude, what extra safety 

considerations must be built into designs, including upgrading the electrical systems for this higher 

level of volatility to prevent explosions from accidental sparking.  Because of the VOC levels and 

explosiveness of the components The State of Missouri required a special permit for the transporting 

and handling of Bakken crude. 

The NFPA 70 Electrical hazardous classification designations of the classified areas Class1 Division 1, 

Class 1 Division 2 and non-classified areas for a plant handling Louisiana sweet crude may be much 



different than that for a plant handling Bakken crude with the much higher levels of volatile material.  

A thorough review of the plant explosive hazard areas for electrical construction design and installation 

is imperative. 

  

Because of this extra volatility, will the vapor capture systems be of sufficient size to capture and store 

the emissions?  No system is perfect so what is the level of green house gasses that is acceptable to be 

released into the atmosphere from the transfer process and just from the tank cars themselves?  Seals, 

couplings and joints all leak to some degree.  Will this incidental leakage increase?  Furthermore, and 

more serious, is the need to consider that concentrations of highly volatile hydrocarbons in the storage 

tanks and in the railroad tank cars which will facilitate fires and or explosions as we have recently seen 

in North Dakota, Quebec and Virginia. What additional security measures will be needed because there 

will be 100's of tank cars staged around the terminals and how will they be protected from a terrorist 

attack.  One man with a sniper rifle can penetrate the tanks and the cars with an armor piercing 

incendiary round from a distance of over 2,000 yards. 

Earthquakes and Tsunamis 

The area for the terminals is subjected to earthquakes and tsunamis.  The earthquake scientists tell us 

that we are overdue for a large earthquake. Are the storage tanks and the containment structures flexible 

enough to withstand a magnitude 9.0 earthquake and are they strong enough to withstand the force of a 

50 to 100 foot wall of water striking them which is possible on the West Coast?  There are historical 

records of 100 foot tsunamis. We saw the devastation in Fukushima, Japan from a tsunami varying 

between 10 meters and 40 meters in height which easily over topped the 30 foot sea walls. Oil storage 

tanks were destroyed releasing their contents into the waters.  The question must be asked if any oil 

storage tanks should be situated within the reach of a tsunami because of safety concerns.  In some 

places in Japan the tsunami reached 6 miles inland. If they must be sited near the shore than mitigation 



to reduce the oil spillage from all the tanks in their entirety into the waters must be considered.  Trying 

to recover the spilled hydrocarbons after a release is the least attractive alternative.  The emphasis 

should be on robust design so that spillage does not occur.  Another concern is the characteristics of the 

sediment on which the tanks will be built.  Are these soils subjected to liquefaction in a major 

earthquake and if so what can be done to prevent the tanks from rupturing as a result of this? 

 

Oil Spill Preparedness and Response 

With the increase in traffic are the response teams sufficiently staffed to handle these incidents and are 

the teams locally sourced so they can be quickly assembled and are the materials readily available and 

easily accessible? 

Are the vessel traffic control systems adequate for the tripling of vessel traffic in the estuary so that 

collisions and groundings can be avoided.  The same concern is relevant for the railroad traffic.  Are 

there pinch points that lead to long delays in moving the trains?  And are the train-auto intersections 

from Chehalis to Grays Harbor gated to reduce accidents and what can be done to mitigate the long 

wait times for emergency vehicles, if there are no overpasses.  A 10 to 15 minute delay is fatal for a 

heart attack victim. 

Storm Drainage 

With the increase in impermeable surfaces because of construction of retention structures, car 

offloading ramp and other infrastructure, will there be increases in the capacity of the storm runoff and 

treatment systems to accommodate the increased volume and mitigation to provide for replenishment 

of the ground water? 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 













Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these two projects. My comments and questions are
attached.
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C L A U D I A  W O O D W A R D - R I C E  
6711 Larson Lane, Aberdeen, WA 98520 
(360) 612-3558 
email: ricesofhi@gmail.com  
 
May 26, 2014 
 
Westway & Imperium EISs 
c/o ICF International 
710 Second Avenue   #550 
Seattle, WA  98104 
 
Scoping Comments RE: proposed Imperium and Westway EIS 
 
Areas of Concern: 
 
1, SAFETY is of primary concern. The rail industry wants the federal government to set 
standards for safer tank cars and force a phase out of older DOT-111 cars. The rail 
industry wants tank thicknesses of 9/16th of an inch, but this means extra weight, 
stressing rail infrastructure and meaning smaller more frequent loads. In March, 2014 
NTSB Vice Chairman Christopher Hart told a Senate committee that the newer cars 
were “still not adequate.”   
 
The City of Hoquiam is currently considering layoffs of firefighters and emergency 
responders. The NTSB, which makes recommendations but has no regulatory authority, 
has cited tank car deficiencies many times over the years for making accidents worse 
than they could have been. Since replacement of the basic DOT-111 cars could take 5 
to 7 years, and the newer version is also not considered safe, how can an underfunded, 
sparse crew of emergency responders deal with the inevitable accidents and spills in 
Grays Harbor county?  
 
2. EMERGENCY RESPONSE  Bakken crude can be ignited by a spark more readily 
than regular crude because it contains higher levels of dissolved propane. What 
mitigation is proposed to address the dangers of fire, explosions and waterway pollution 
which would face us each and every day? If a train derailment happens in Grays Harbor 
County and rail cars are on fire, what would local fire departments be able to do in the 
first hour? In the first 24 hours? 
 
What is the recommended isolation and evacuation distance from crude oil rail cars if a 
fire occurs? What is the blast radium and recommended evacuation area for each type 
of crude or partially refined product projected to be transported through Grays Harbor 
County?  For pre-2011 DOT-111 tanker cars?  For post=2011 DOT-111 tanker cars?  
 
What is the anticipated blast radius if: 

a. One rail car explodes? 
b. Five rail cars explode? 
c. Ten rail cars explode? 
d. An entire unit train explodes? 

 

mailto:ricesofhi@gmail.com
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Do Grays Harbor communities have enough class B foam on hand to extinguish an oil 
train fire the size of: 

a. The recent Lac Megantic crude oil rail car explosion? 
b. The recent North Dakota crude rail car fire where 21 cars caught fire? 
c. The recent Alabama oil train fire, where 25 rail cars derailed?  

 
Who is responsible for purchasing class B equipment for dispersing class B foam, and 
training first responders to prepare for crude oil train explosions? 
 
If an insufficient amount of class B foam was on hand in Grays Harbor County, what are 
the options for dealing with oil train fires? How long would it take (if possible) to get the 
appropriate amount of foam/equipment on site?  
 
What type of security precautions are taken when crude oil trains idle, are parked in rail 
yards, or on rail sidings?  
 
Are first responders given advance notice before a train carrying crude oil travels 
through their community? How long in advance? 
 
How will command and control authority be determined between first responders and 
railway employees in the event of a catastrophic spill or explosion in Grays Harbor 
County?  
 
Who will prepare an Emergency Response Plan for Grays Harbor County that 
addresses train derailments and explosions? How and when will it be updated?  
 
Who is responsible for oil train inspections enroute from North Dakota to the Port of 
Grays Harbor? Who performs the inspections, and to whom do they report?  
 
Have alternative routes away from populated areas and waterways been investigated?  
 
3. UNREASONABLY LIMITIED SCOPE   Rail lines from the oil shale basin in 
North Dakota to the Port of Grays Harbor pass through numerous communities. Many 
are actually bisected by the rail line. All of these communities face the risks of 
derailment, spill and explosion.  How can you limit the scope of the EIS to our small 
region and ignore the impacts on these other communities? i.e.Spokane is a sizable city 
facing major impacts- but they have no place in your consideration?  
 
4. NATIVE AMERICAN TREAT RIGHTS  How can these projects avoid trespassing on 
Native rights; interrupting usual fishing sites; negatively impacting PNW totemic 
species? 
 
What are the consequences of ignoring Federal treaty rights and promises?  
 
5. LOCAL INDUSTRIES How can these projects, and the dredging they require, justify 
the damage to be done to local shellfish and crab industries?  Tourism? Economic 
survival of local people facing layoffs due to project impacts?  
 
6. ENERGY USE What is the amount/source of additional power needs at the Port due 
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to these projects?  
 
7. WATER RESOURCES  What are the sources/amount of fresh water (both surface 
and groundwater) required? Permitted pollution from discharges, runoff from petroleum 
products and solvents and other industrial fluids, heavy metals expected? Plans to 
mitigate pollution from accidents?   What are impacts to salt water from discharges, 
sewage, ballast etc.? 
 
8. HUMAN HEALTH IMPACTS What are the expected impacts from increased industrial 
pollution and from crude oil?   
 
Crude oil and natural gas inherently contain hydrogen sulfide, which gives off a “rotten 
egg” smell. Even a 1 percent trace of sulfur turns oil into what’s known as “sour crude,” 
which is toxic and corrodes pipelines and transportation vessels. The extra steps 
required to turn the sour into “sweet” crude are costly. 
  
Limited exposure to hydrogen sulfide causes sore throats, shortness of breath and 
dizziness, according to researchers. The human nose quickly becomes desensitized to 
hydrogen sulfide, leading to an inability to detect higher concentrations. That can be 
fatal. 
 
Air quality-  When tar-sands oil is loaded onto rail cars, it’s at a temperature of 150 to 
180 degrees, but cools down during the trip. When the rail cars arrive at refineries, 
they’re hooked up to a steam-producing mechanism that heats the heavy oil enough to 
be unloaded.  The fumes produced during the unloading process will impact the entire 
downtown areas of Hoquiam and Aberdeen. What are the expected health effects? Real 
estate value impacts?  Property tax collection impacts?  
 
9. ANIMAL & PLANTS  What impacts can be expected from contact with floating oil and 
long-term exposure to oil toxins in spill affected areas to? 
 
 Terrestrial mammals; terrestrial and fresh and salt water plants; birds, 
especially endangered and migrating species; terrestrial invertebrates; amphibians; 
reptiles; fish; marine mammals; marine invertebrates especially those used by local 
peoples. 
 
10. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  What are the protocols for hazardous material storage 
and disposal, accident prevention and remediation at project sites? 
 
11. LOCAL RAIL CONDITION  The local short line rail from Centralia to the Port of 
Grays Harbor is in neglected and deteriorated condition as evidenced by four recent 
derailments.  Rail bridges are deemed “safe” but many are over 100 years old and have 
been allowed to deteriorate badly. What is the statistical danger from heavy use of this 
line for transport of hazardous materials? What is the plan to repair/upgrade the line? 
What is the source of funds to be used? How much of this is taxpayer dollars? Why 
can’t the railroad maintain their own property?  
 
12. LOCAL TRAFFIC DISRUPTION  Rail lines bisecting communities will also block 
emergency responders and others from reaching their destinations in a timely manner. 
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Parents will be cut off from their children’s schools, customers from merchants, some 
will be blocked in mall parking lots unable to reach the highway. These tedious 
situations would be repeated several times a day. Is any mitigation, remedy or 
recompense being considered for local citizens who will have to put up with endless 
delays, or find that an ambulance is unable to reach them during a crucial time? How 
much oil is a life worth? 
 
13. PROPERTY VALUES In a study done in 2011 by Michael Futch, Examining the 
Spatial Distribution of Externalities: Freight Rail Traffic and Home Values in Los Angeles 
it was concluded that for every 10 million gross tons per mile, you can expect around a 
1% drop in your property value.  Using this standard formula and applying it to Grays 
Harbor and the three Oil projects and their expected traffic….we may assume up to a 
20-30% percent drop in value. 
 
Who will repay local residents for this damage to their property values? Who will make 
up the difference to Grays Harbor country for reduced property tax income to fund local 
services? 
 
14. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  If all/many of the proposed terminals are built for West 
Coast ports and the shipment of crude oil and coal, what are the cumulative impacts on 
Grays Harbor County? on Washington State?  
 
15. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS   
 
Is the containment design adequate for a catastrophic accident? 
 
Does the design take into consideration sea-level rise as expected in the next 20 years? 
 
What are the impacts expected from a Cascadia fault earthquake and subsequent 
tsunami? 
 
What are the back-up systems for electronic controls in case of a prolonged power 
outage? 
 
Is the proposed monitoring system really adequate to such a large project footprint?  
 









Imperium Renewables:

1.) The project identifies a marine vapor combustion unit to incinerate displaced vapors during vessel 
loading. What provisions have been made to prevent impacts to air quality to Hoquiam, Aberdeen and 
other downwind communities?

2.) What provisions are being taken to address potential health issues from particulate and vapors from 
the marine combustion unit to Hoquiam, Aberdeen, and other downwind communities? Please address 
provisions made to prevent impacts to surrounding vegetation and marine environments.

3.) The current Imperium facility produces considerable light pollution and glare, seriously affecting
the night-time environment of Grays Harbor, with potential effects to migrating birds, bats and other 
wildlife. What provisions are being made to prevent expansion of the existing light pollution and glare, 
further affecting the human and natural environment?

4.) We have seen one explosion and fire from an Imperium tank. The ability of local fire units to 
respond appropriately to that one-tank event was severely limited. The proposed expansion includes 
plans to handle highly-volatile fuels that have caused explosions in other areas. What provisions are 
being made to provide expanded on-site explosion and/or fire response and containment capabilities to 
respond to future events?

5.) The proposed Imperium expansion seeks an increased storage of 720,000 barrels (30,240,000 
gallons) of storage for potentially volatile and heavily polluting fuels and other products. The proposed 
site is on fill material within the flood plain of the Chehalis River upstream of a highly-productive 
estuary and a National Wildlife Refuge that is a site of international significance to birds species 
protected by international and tribal treaties. What provisions are being made to contain these fuels in 
the event of: a.) rupture of one or multiple tanks, b.) earthquake; c.) tsunami; d.) storm surge; e.) 
terrorist assault?

6.) Imperium cites the expansion as expanding capacity by 720,000 barrels or 30,240,000 gallons of 
products. Imperium only states storage capacity: it does not estimate annual through-put capacity. This 
is disingenuous. Please estimate the annual through-put capacity of the expanded plant in total and the 
resultant increase in train, barge and vessel traffic with resultant impacts to the local human and natural 
environments. 

7.) Please address those increases in train, barge and vessel traffic. Explain how they will affect local 
vehicle traffic, recreational use of the bay and river, how they will affect the quality of water, air, noise 
pollution, wildlife avoidance/mortality , fish mortality, crab, oyster and clam mortality and the wind 
and wave effect of such increased vessel traffic.

8.) If the Imperium expansion adds 30,240,000 gallons of capacity to already existing facility of 
unstated size and the Westways project allows for 42,000,000 gallons of storage with an eventual 
projected expansion to handling almost 456,000,000 gallons of product a year, at the low end that is an 
estimated through-put of over half a billion gallons of highly-polluting and combustible product 
through our communities and over the second roughest estuary bar on the West Coast. Please address 
the on-site safety measures, including full-time personnel and on-site and staged equipment that will be 
provided to provide safety, prevent accidental releases, respond to accidental releases and conduct 
cleanup, remediation and restoration in the event of accidental releases.
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9.) Most rail cars leak and most release fumes. Under current practices, which we must assume will 
remain standard practices, lengthy rail trains are regularly parked overnight or longer in residential 
areas. In view of these facts, please address what will be done to protect the health, safety and air 
quality of people living along the rail lines in Aberdeen and Hoquiam. 

10.) Current oil spill response mechanisms in and around Grays Harbor are inadequate to deal with a
catastrophic spill, whether on land, into a waterway, or on open waters of the bay or the ocean. Please 
address how these mechanisms will be expanded, staffed, funded and maintained (bearing in mind the 
historical failure of oil companies to maintain required spill response resources, i.e. Exxon Valdes,
etc.).

11.) In light of the recent spate (three in 17 days) of derailments in Grays Harbor, followed by the 
railroad’s disingenuous assurances that the railbeds and rails are safe, please address how rail safety 
will be increased, assured, and maintained to standards that will protect the community and the area’s 
natural resources. 
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May 27, 2014   
 

Diane Butorac 
Regional Planner Southwest Region  
State of Washington Department of Ecology  
Southwest Regional Office  
300 Desmond Drive, Lacey  
PO Box 47775  
Olympia, WA 98504-7775 
Diane.Butorac@ecy.wa.gov 
(360) 407-6594 
 
 
Dear Ms. Butorac, 
 
RE: Scoping comments for the Crude by Rail Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
 
I am very concerned about the Crude by Rail (CBR) project to allow construction of two 
facilities (and a third one) for the storage and shipment of crude oil that would arrive on Grays 
Harbor by rail. Please make sure the EIS addresses the following points completely: 
 

• Analyze impacts and determine direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to species and to 
their habitats. Assure a transparent process which uses public and peer reviewed data and 
scientific models. 

• There is growing talk of lifting the ban on the export of domestically-produced crude oil. 
If the ban is lifted Grays Harbor may become the gateway to oil markets throughout East 
Asia especially if the CBR project is allowed to be constructed. Direct export does not 
require refining so increased vessel/rail traffic would significantly impact the Harbor and 
surrounding communities. Address these potential cumulative impacts. If the ban was 
lifted would this action trigger another Determination of Significance?  

• Model additional NOAA GNOME spill scenarios in conjunction with on-water spill 
response exercises to determine if Ecology spill plan would adequately contain a Bakken 
Crude spill especially under severe weather conditions. If the oil spill occurred off the 
coast under what current/wind conditions would Willapa Bay be impacted? When will a 
GNOME model be created for Willapa Bay? 

• Analyze impacts to forage fish in the Grays Harbor estuary from a major Bakken Crude 
spill incident and exposure to chronic small-scale spills resulting from loading operations. 
Will baseline data be collected before any construction?  

• Analyze impacts to Natural Area Preserves (North Bay, Sand Island, Goose Island, 
Whitcomb Flats, and the Chehalis River Surge Plain) and the Natural Resources 
Conservation Area (Elk River) located in Grays Harbor County. 
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• Bakken Crude often contains high levels of hydrogen sulfide gas, a colorless, flammable, 
and toxic gas. Chronic exposure to sulfide gas can cause lung, liver and kidney damage, 
infertility, immune system suppression, disruption of hormone levels, blood disorders, 
gene mutations, birth defects, and cancer (Utah Department of Environmental Quality, 
Adverse Health Effects from Exposure to Crude Oil Mixtures June 2010). In the EIS 
address these potential adverse health effects on the residents of Grays Harbor. 

• Discuss the pungent strong odor of Bakken Crude. How will the release of fumes from 
the railcars be prevented?  

• Over 80% of reported oil spills occur within port and harbor areas, however the majority 
are small in size and result from normal operations such as loading and bunkering. Very 
little literature describes the effects of chronic discharges from run-off or numerous small 
discharges of oil, which are common in port and harbor areas. The EIS needs to address 
this concern about the chronic exposure to small-scale spills of Bakken Crude. Will a gap 
analysis study be funded? What are the long term consequences of this chronic exposure? 
Will baseline studies be conducted followed by ongoing monitoring of the estuary? How 
will this monitoring plan be implemented?  

• A Canadian government study in 2002 estimated that approximately 300,000 seabirds are 
killed each year off the Grand Banks as a result of illegal discharges of oil from ships. 
The study also collected oil from bird plumage in the Atlantic and the North Sea over a 
10-year period. When the oil was analyzed, they found that more than 90 percent was 
composed of heavy fuel oil mixed with lubricating oil, which is only found in the bilges 
of large ships. An oil spill does not have to be large in order to devastate a bird 
population. Please address in the EIS how impacts to seabirds will be examined and 
mitigated. 

• Support funding for a gap analysis study to better understand the effects of Bakken Crude 
on the marine environment and estuaries in particular. Will there be funding for research 
to accomplish this task? Please cover this topic in the EIS. 

• Ship impacts to marine mammals such as the gray whale (Eschrichtius robustus) risk 
being struck by ships, causing injury and death. For example, if a ship is traveling at a 
speed of only 15 knots, there is a 79 percent chance of a collision being lethal to a whale. 
One notable example of the impact of ship collisions is the endangered North Atlantic 
right whale, of which 400 or less remain. Deaths from collisions has become an 
extinction threat. Examine how increased shipping traffic will impact marine mammals 
and what steps will be implemented to prevent ship impacts. How will ship impacts be 
monitored and prevented? 

• Right now the City of Vancouver is enthusiastic about a new waterfront development 
where a proposed oil terminal (Tesor-Savage oil terminal) would be sited. The waterfront 
development along the Columbia River will provide public access and many more jobs. 
This is the choice for this community. For our community the cost of required mitigation 
for the significantly impactful CBR project would far exceed the potential benefits. CBR 
represents a significant impact that cannot be adequately mitigated without the proposal 
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being economically unfeasible. Please provide a cost-benefit analysis for the CBR project 
in the EIS. 

• How will storm water be managed at the sites to prevent Bakken Crude and other 
contaminates from entering Grays Harbor. Will baseline data be collected before 
construction begins? Describe the monitoring plan in detail.  

• In the EIS describe the effect of the CBR project on multiple historical cultural resources 
in Grays Harbor.  

• Provide a rating of the toxicity/explosive potential for Bakken Crude compared to other 
oils to provide an index of risk that can be used to evaluate alternatives. Develop 
mitigation. 

• In the EIS evaluate the no action alternative with benefit-cost analysis.  
A performance bond from the railroad company, the two bulk storage facilities, and the shipping 
companies is an essential requirement. Right now BP is in court fighting claimants who are 
waiting for claims to be processed. Please address the complex issue of risk management in the 
EIS. 
All legislation related to oil safety introduced this year in Olympia failed. If legislation fails 
again next year how will this absence of political support affect the CBR project? Clearly there is 
no political support for this significantly impactful project. Moving ahead with the project will 
result in decades of litigation.     
I again request that the Department of Ecology extend the scoping comment period for one 
month and schedule scoping meetings in Westport, Elma, and McCleary. All three cities will be 
significantly impacted by the CBR project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Craig Zora 
4 Perth Place 
Cosmopolis, WA 98537-1006 
czora@comcast.net 
360-589-9854 
 

mailto:czora@comcast.net


 

 

A2‐7 Form Letters 



Department of Ecology, State of Washington
3190 160th Avenue SE
Bellevue, WA 98008
 
Dear Department of Ecology and City of Hoquiam,
 
The Westway and Imperium terminal proposals in Grays Harbor will have significant
impacts on the community, environment, waterways of Washington, and the future of
Washington State and the region and I urge you to fully assess the environmental and
cultural threats from these proposed projects. The Environmental Impact Statement for
these projects should include an evaluation of:
 
     -Cumulative impacts. Cumulative impact of the proposed projects in Grays Harbor, and
other similar oil and fossil fuel transport projects across the region. The evaluation should
include the increased risks related to all these projects and the impacts they would have,
cumulatively, on the region.
     -Risks of oil spills in our marine environment. Increased vessel traffic and associated
increased amounts of oil traveling through waterways mean a higher risk of oil spills,
especially given the lack of tug escorts available to tankers. The EIS should also consider
what the economic impacts of a spill, including to the shellfish, fishing, and tourism
industries, would have on Grays Harbor and the entire region.
     -Risks from crude oil. Putting in place this infrastructure would allow Bakken crude oil
and oil from the Canadian tar sands to come to Grays Harbor. The EIS should include an
evaluation of the risks, resources needed to prevent spills, and response required related
to these different oils. Bakken shale crude oil has been shown to be more explosive,
putting our communities and first responders at greater risks. Tar sands sink and make
cleanup of any spills much more difficult and expensive.
     -Impacts to Grays Harbor communities. Community impacts, particularly the impacts of
more trains causing traffic backups that will impact accessibility between homes,
businesses, emergency resources, and communities on both sides of the rail tracks from
Spokane to Grays Harbor.
Public health impacts. The EIS should include the health risks to communities from
Spokane to Grays Harbor from increased train traffic, air emissions from the diesel used in
the trains, and the emissions from storage tanks and transfer of the oil to oil tankers.
Evaluation should include a separate Health Impact Assessment, an objective evaluation
of the potential health impacts of the projects.
     -Environmental impacts, including threats to streams, wetlands, fishing areas, shellfish
beds, and migratory bird habitats. These threats should be evaluated along the entire
transport route of the crude oil -- from possible areas where the crude oil is sourced to
Grays Harbor to where the crude oil goes from Grays Harbor. This includes threat of oil
spills, air emissions, accidents, and the infrastructure updates required to transport the
crude oil on the environmental resources.
     -Climate impacts related to the greenhouse gas emissions from the fracking, tar sands
extraction, transporting -- both by rail and marine vessel -- as well as the refining and
burning of this crude oil.  
 
Of particular importance is the threat of oil spills and other accidents and the impact based
on the type of crude oil -- Bakken shale or Canadian tar sands -- and how, based on the



type of crude oil, a spills and accident would be prevented, and, in the case of an accident,
cleaned up.

Based on the far reaching impacts of this project, I urge you to reject these unprecedented
applications for the Westway and Imperium terminals in Grays Harbor.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.



May	  21,	  2014	  

Washington	  Department	  of	  Ecology	  and	  the	  City	  of	  Hoquiam	  
Imperium	  and	  Westway	  EIS	  
c/o	  ICF	  International	  
710	  Second	  Avenue,	  Suite	  550	  
Seattle,	  WA	  98104	  

Subject:	   Public	  comment	  on	  the	  Westway	  and	  Imperium	  Terminal	  proposals	  

Dear	  Washington	  Department	  of	  Ecology	  and	  the	  City	  of	  Hoquiam,	  
After	  a	  record-‐breaking	  year	  of	  disasters	  caused	  by	  crude	  oil	  shipments	  by	  rail,	  it’s	  
clear	  that	  the	  Westway	  and	  Imperium	  terminal	  proposals	  in	  Grays	  Harbor	  will	  have	  
significant	  environmental	  and	  public	  safety	  impacts	  throughout	  Washington,	  which	  
must	  be	  carefully	  considered.	  I’m	  writing	  to	  ask	  that	  the	  Environmental	  Impact	  
Statement	  for	  these	  projects	  should	  include	  a	  thorough	  evaluation	  of:	  
• Cumulative	  impacts	  of	  the	  proposed	  projects	  in	  Grays	  Harbor	  and	  other	  similar

oil	  and	  fossil	  fuel	  transport	  projects	  across	  the	  region.	  The	  evaluation	  should
include	  the	  increased	  risks	  related	  to	  all	  these	  projects	  and	  the	  impacts	  they
would	  have,	  cumulatively,	  on	  our	  region.

• Risks	  from	  crude	  oil.	  Building	  this	  infrastructure	  would	  allow	  Bakken	  crude	  oil
and	  diluted	  bitumen	  from	  the	  Canadian	  tar	  sands	  to	  be	  shipped	  through	  Grays
Harbor.	  The	  EIS	  should	  include	  an	  evaluation	  of	  the	  risks	  of	  oil	  spills	  and
resources	  needed	  to	  prevent	  and	  respond	  to	  Bakken	  oil	  and	  tar	  sands	  spills.	  For
example,	  Bakken	  crude	  oil	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  be	  more	  explosive,	  putting	  our
communities	  and	  first	  responders	  at	  greater	  risks.	  Tar	  sands	  sink	  and	  make
cleanup	  of	  any	  spills	  much	  more	  difficult	  and	  expensive.

• Environmental	  impacts	  on	  rivers,	  streams,	  wetlands,	  fishing	  areas,	  shellfish	  beds,
and	  migratory	  bird	  habitats.	  Threats	  to	  these	  resources	  should	  be	  evaluated
along	  the	  entire	  crude	  oil	  transport	  route	  from	  the	  point	  of	  extraction	  to	  Grays
Harbor,	  and	  to	  where	  the	  crude	  oil	  is	  shipped	  from	  Grays	  Harbor.	  Impacts	  from
oil	  spills,	  air	  pollution	  emissions,	  rail	  accidents,	  and	  infrastructure	  updates	  must
be	  evaluated	  for	  these	  resources.

• Risks	  to	  public	  health	  in	  communities	  from	  Spokane	  to	  Grays	  Harbor	  from
increased	  train	  traffic,	  the	  potential	  fatalities	  or	  injuries	  caused	  by	  derailments
and	  explosions,	  air	  emissions	  from	  the	  diesel	  used	  in	  the	  trains,	  and	  the
emissions	  from	  storage	  tanks	  and	  transfer	  of	  the	  oil	  to	  oil	  tankers.	  Evaluation
should	  include	  a	  separate	  Health	  Impact	  Assessment,	  an	  objective	  evaluation	  of
the	  potential	  health	  impacts	  of	  a	  project.



• Community	  impacts,	  particularly	  the	  impacts	  of	  more	  trains	  causing	  traffic
backups	  that	  will	  impact	  accessibility	  between	  homes,	  businesses,	  emergency
resources,	  and	  communities	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  rail	  tracks	  from	  Spokane	  to
Grays	  Harbor.	  This	  should	  include	  the	  economic	  impacts	  of	  a	  spill	  on	  Grays
Harbor	  and	  the	  State,	  including	  impacts	  to	  the	  shellfish,	  fishing,	  and	  tourism
industries.	   	   Please	  bear	  in	  mind	  that	  there	  have	  been	  3	  derailments	  of	  grain
cars	  in	  Grays	  Harbor	  in	  the	  past	  2	  ½	  weeks,	  on	  the	  same	  tracks	  the	  oil	  trains	  will
use.

• Climate	  impacts	  related	  to	  the	  greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  from	  oil	  fracking,
transporting	  crude	  oil	  by	  rail	  and	  marine	  vessel,	  and	  refining	  and	  burning	  crude
oil.

Please	  give	  all	  of	  these	  risks	  proper	  consideration	  when	  determining	  the	  impacts	  of	  
this	  proposal.	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  consideration.	  
Sincerely,	  	  



May 21, 2014 

Washington Department of Ecology and the City of Hoquiam 
Imperium and Westway EIS 
c/o ICF International 
710 Second Avenue, Suite 550 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Subject: Public comment on the Westway and Imperium Terminal proposals 

Dear Washington Department of Ecology and the City of Hoquiam, 

After a record-breaking year of disasters caused by crude oil shipments by rail, it's clear that the Westway 
and Imperium terminal proposals in Grays Harbor will have significant environmental and public safety 
impacts throughout Washington, which must be carefully considered. I'm writing to ask that the 
Environmental Impact Statement for these projects should include a thorough evaluation of: 

* Cumulative impacts of the proposed projects in Grays Harbor and other similar oil and fossil fuel
transport projects across the region. The evaluation should include the increased risks related to all these 
projects and the impacts they would have, cumulatively, on our region.  

* Risks from crude oil. Building this infrastructure would allow Bakken crude oil and diluted bitumen from
the Canadian tar sands to be shipped through Grays Harbor. The EIS should include an evaluation of the 
risks of oil spills and resources needed to prevent and respond to Bakken oil and tar sands spills. For 
example, Bakken crude oil has been shown to be more explosive, putting our communities and first 
responders at greater risks. Tar sands sink and make cleanup of any spills much more difficult and 
expensive.  

* Environmental impacts on rivers, streams, wetlands, fishing areas, shellfish beds, and migratory bird
habitats. Threats to these resources should be evaluated along the entire crude oil transport route from the 
point of extraction to Grays Harbor, and to where the crude oil is shipped from Grays Harbor. Impacts from 
oil spills, air pollution emissions, rail accidents, and infrastructure updates must be evaluated for these 
resources.  

* Risks to public health in communities from Spokane to Grays Harbor from increased train traffic, the
potential fatalities or injuries caused by derailments and explosions, air emissions from the diesel used in 
the trains, and the emissions from storage tanks and transfer of the oil to oil tankers. Evaluation should 
include a separate Health Impact Assessment, an objective evaluation of the potential health impacts of a 
project. 

* Community impacts, particularly the impacts of more trains causing traffic backups that will impact
accessibility between homes, businesses, emergency resources, and communities on both sides of the rail 
tracks from Spokane to Grays Harbor. This should include the economic impacts of a spill on Grays Harbor 
and the State, including impacts to the shellfish, fishing, and tourism industries. 

* Climate impacts related to the greenhouse gas emissions from oil fracking, transporting crude oil by rail
and marine vessel, and refining and burning crude oil. 

Please give all of these risks proper consideration when determining the impacts of this proposal. 

Thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely, 



Sally Toteff, Department of Ecology 
Brian Shay, City of Hoquiam
 
Dear Department of Ecology and City of Hoquiam,
 
The Westway and Imperium terminal proposals in Grays Harbor will have significant
impacts on my community, our waterways, and the future of our state. The Environmental
Impact Statement for these projects should include an evaluation of:
 
• Cumulative impact of the proposed projects in Grays Harbor, and other similar oil and
fossil fuel transport projects across the region. The evaluation should include the
increased risks related to all these projects and the impacts they would have, cumulatively,
on our region.
• Risks of oil spills in our marine environment – increased vessel traffic and associated
increased amounts of oil traveling through waterways mean a higher risk of oil spills,
especially given the lack of tug escorts available to tankers. The EIS should also consider
what the economic impacts of a spill, including to the shellfish, fishing, and tourism
industries, would have on Grays Harbor and the state.
• Risks from crude oil. Putting in place this infrastructure would allow Bakken crude oil and
oil from the Canadian Tar Sands to come to Grays Harbor. The EIS should include an
evaluation of the risks, resources needed to prevent spills, and response required related
to these different oils. Bakken crude oil has been shown to be more explosive, putting our
communities and first responders at greater risks. Tar sands sink and make cleanup of any
spills much more difficult and expensive.
• Community impacts, particularly the impacts of more trains causing traffic backups that
will impact accessibility between homes, businesses, emergency resources, and
communities on both sides of the rail tracks from Spokane to Grays Harbor.
• Public health. The EIS should include the health risks to communities from Spokane to
Grays Harbor from increased train traffic, air emissions from the diesel used in the trains,
and the emissions from storage tanks and transfer of the oil to oil tankers. Evaluation
should include a separate Health Impact Assessment, an objective evaluation of the
potential health impacts of a project.
• Environmental impacts, including threats to streams, wetlands, fishing areas, shellfish
beds, and migratory bird habitats. These threats should be evaluated along the entire
transport route of the crude oil – from possible areas where the crude oil is sourced to
Grays Harbor to where the crude oil goes from Grays Harbor. This includes threat of oil
spills, air emissions, accidents, and the infrastructure updates required to transport the
crude oil on the environmental resources.
• Climate impacts related to the greenhouse gas emissions from the fracking, transporting
– both by rail and marine vessels – as well as the refining and burning of this crude oil.  
 
Of particular importance is the threat of oil spills and other accidents and the impact based
on the type of crude oil – Bakken or Canadian Tar Sands – and how, based on the type of
crude oil, a spills and accident would be prevented, and, in the case of an accident,
cleaned up.
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
 



Sally Toteff, Department of Ecology 
Brian Shay, City of Hoquiam

Dear Department of Ecology and City of Hoquiam,

I strongly oppose the construction of crude oil terminals in Grays Harbor. These proposals
would negatively impact my community, Grays Harbor, and the greater Pacific Northwest
by elevating rail and marine traffic congestion; increasing the potential of oil spills in fresh
and marine waters; harming existing businesses and delaying emergency responders; and
putting our communities, public health, and environment at risk. These terminals, and the
transport of crude oil to and from these terminals, would damage aquatic ecosystems,
endanger fishing grounds, and accelerate climate change.

I urge you to include these impacts into the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement
for both the Westway and the Imperium projects.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
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