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Chapter 1
Overview

This volume of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) presents responses to
comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the proposed
Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview project (Proposed Action).

1.1 Draft EIS Comment Period

The Draft EIS was published on April 29, 2016, and interested parties were notified of the
document’s availability and opportunities to comment on the Draft EIS. Comments were accepted
during a 45-day public comment period (April 29 through June 13, 2016). Three public hearings
were held during the Draft EIS comment period. Comments were received through various methods,
including comments submitted electronically using a comment form on the EIS website, oral
comments provided at the public hearings, and written comments submitted by mail or at the public
hearings.

The availability of the Draft EIS as well as the public hearings and the comment period were
advertised as follows.

e Legal notice for the release of the Draft EIS, comment period, and public hearing were published
in the Washington State Register (201602166) on April 29, 2016.

e Email notices were sent to the individuals, tribes, agencies, and organizations listed in Draft EIS
Appendix B, Distribution List.

e A news release was issued on April 29, 2016.

e Notice of the public hearings and comment period was published in the following papers: The
Longview Daily News (April 29 and May 10, 2016), The Spokane Spokesman-Review (April 29 and
May 12, 2016), and The Tri-City Herald (Pasco) (April 29 and May 19, 2016).

e Aninformational flyer was mailed to approximately 5,900 residents in neighborhoods near the
project area 2 weeks prior to the Longview public hearing on May 24, 2016.

e An email was sent to people who signed up for the project email notification service.

e Notice of the public hearings and comment period was posted on the EIS websites and the
websites of the co-lead agencies.

Three public hearings were held during the comment period.

e May 24, 2016, 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 to 9:00 p.m., at the Cowlitz County Regional
Conference Center in Longview, Washington.

e May 26,2016, 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 to 9:00 p.m., at the Spokane Convention Center in
Spokane, Washington.

e June 2,2016, 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 to 9:00 p.m., at the TRAC Center in Pasco, Washington.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
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The public hearings provided a forum to present and receive comments on the Draft EIS. Attendees
were able to provide oral comments in person and were also provided with comment forms for
written comments. The public hearings included an open house with informational materials (fact
sheets and display boards) on the Proposed Action and Draft EIS analyses. Representatives from
Cowlitz County, the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), and consultant staff
members were available to answer questions.

1.2 Approach to Responding to Comments

All comments submitted during the public comment period were reviewed and considered in the
development of the Final EIS. Where relevant and appropriate, revisions identified in the comments,
as well as other substantive changes to the Draft EIS, have been incorporated into this Final EIS.

All substantive comments on the Draft EIS have been responded to in the Final EIS. Substantive
issues or questions raised by many commenters were summarized as comment themes and
responses to these themes are presented as master responses in Section 1.3, Comment Themes and
Master Responses, and referenced in responses to individual substantive comments described below.

Individual substantive comments were organized according to the structure of the Draft EIS.

o Chapter 2, Responses to Comments—Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and No-Action
Alternative, presents responses to comments related to the Applicant’s project objectives,
Proposed Action (project location, existing facilities and operations, and proposed facilities and
operations) and No-Action Alternative.

o Chapter 3, Responses to Comments—Built Environment, presents responses to comments
related to land and shoreline use; social and community resources; aesthetics, light, and glare;
cultural resources; tribal resources; and hazardous materials.

o Chapter 4, Responses to Comments—Natural Environment, presents responses to comments
related to geology and soils, surface water and floodplains, wetlands, groundwater, water
quality, vegetation, fish, wildlife, energy and natural resources, and coal spills.

o Chapter 5, Responses to Comments—Operations, presents responses to comments related to
rail transportation, rail safety, vehicle transportation, vessel transportation, noise and vibration,
air quality, coal and coal dust, and greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.

e Chapter 6, Responses to Comments—Cumulative Impacts, presents responses to comments
related to cumulative impacts that could result from construction and operation of the Proposed
Action in combination with reasonably foreseeable future actions.

e Chapter 7, Responses to Comments—Other Topics, presents responses to comments related to
other relevant topics such as the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) process,
scope and analysis of the Draft EIS, public and agency outreach, agency coordination and
consultation, the Draft EIS comment period, mitigation, and overall health concerns.

e Chapter 8, Responses to Comments Index, presents an index of all commenters who submitted
substantive comments on the Draft EIS and where the individual comments and responses are
located.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

1-2 April 2017



Cowlitz County
Washington State Department of Ecology Chapter 1. Overview

Appendix A, Commenters with General Comments, presents the list of commenters who provided
general feedback but did not make specific comments on the Draft EIS. These commenters did not
make specific comments on the approach, methods, or conclusions of the impact assessments
provided in the Draft EIS. All comments supporting or opposing the Proposed Action are
acknowledged by Cowlitz County and Ecology.

Appendix B, Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, presents all comments
received on the Draft EIS by commenter type (federal agencies, state agencies, local and regional
agencies, elected officials, organizations, tribes and tribal representation, and general public).

1.3 Comment Themes and Master Responses

This section presents responses to themes of comments on the Draft EIS. The responses address
overarching issues about the purpose, scope, and approach used in the analysis of impacts and
development of mitigation measures. These master responses also are referred to in responses to
individual comments presented in Chapters 2 through 7 of this volume.

The following master responses are presented in this section.
e Purpose and focus of the EIS

e Geographic study areas of the EIS

e Connected or similar actions

e Project objectives

e Alternatives

e Cumulative impacts analysis

e Mitigation framework

e Health impact assessment

e Vessel wake stranding

e Particulate matter and coal dust emissions analyses
e Coal market assessment

e Future of the coal market

e (Greenhouse gas emissions and climate change

1.3.1 Purpose and Focus of the EIS

Comment Summary

Many commenters expressed opposition or support for the Proposed Action and stated the co-lead
agencies should either approve or deny the Proposed Action for specific reasons. Commenters also
raised specific issues they felt should be addressed in the EIS.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
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Master Response

Review under SEPA is triggered when a proposal requires a state or local agency to take a
governmental action as defined in the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-704. Because
implementation of the Proposed Action would require state and local permits, the Proposed Action
is subject to SEPA review. The environmental review process under SEPA is designed to work with
other regulations to provide a comprehensive review of a proposal. SEPA review is intended to
ensure that environmental values are considered during decision-making by state and local
agencies.

The purpose of a SEPA EIS is to provide information for agency decision-makers, as well as
applicants and the public regarding the potential environmental impacts associated with a proposal
and the mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce those impacts. The purpose of the
SEPA environmental review process is to “assist the agencies and applicants to improve their plans
and decisions, and to encourage the resolution of potential concerns or problems prior to issuing a
final statement.” An EIS is intended to be used by “agency officials in conjunction with other relevant
materials and considerations to plan actions and make decisions” (WAC 197-11-400).

An EIS is not a decisional document; in other words, the approval or denial of a proposal is not
within the scope of an EIS. Agency decisions related to an underlying action, such as a decision to
issue a permit for the Proposed Action, are addressed through procedures specific to the permitting
agency and the specific permits being considered. SEPA gives agencies the authority to condition or
deny permits based on the agency’s adopted policies, plans, rules, or regulations (WAC 197-11-660).

An EIS is not required to document all of the possible effects and considerations of a decision

(WAC 197-11-448), but should focus on elements of the environment that may be significantly
affected by a proposal and alternatives. Elements of the environment that would not be significantly
affected need not be discussed (WAC 197-11-440(6)(a)). WAC 197-11-444 lists the elements of the
environment that may be analyzed in an EIS. These include the natural environment (earth, air,
water, plants and animals, and energy and natural resources) and the built environment
(environmental health, land and shoreline use, transportation, public services, and utilities).

An EIS is not required to provide information on every aspect of a proposal; for instance, an EIS is
not required to analyze the economic or social policy impacts of an action, nor is it required to
discuss methods for financing proposals, economic competition, or profits (WAC 197-11-448(3)). An
EIS is also not required to contain a cost-benefit analysis (i.e., a quantified comparison of costs and
benefits generally expressed in monetary or numerical terms) (WAC 197-11-450 and 197-11-762).

The co-lead agencies established the scope of the EIS based on state and local SEPA guidance and
comments received during the scoping period for the Proposed Action. The EIS addresses potential
impacts of the Proposed Action related to the following resources.

e Land and Shoreline Use e Fish

e Social and Community Resources e Wildlife

e Aesthetics, Light, and Glare e Energy and Natural Resources
e (Cultural Resources e Rail Transportation

e Tribal Resources e Rail Safety

e Hazardous Materials e Vehicle Transportation

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
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e Geology and Soils e Vessel Transportation
e Surface Water and Floodplains e Noise and Vibration
o Wetlands e Air Quality
e  Water Quality e (oal Dust
e Vegetation e Greenhouse Gas Emissions and

Climate Change

The SEPA EIS process provides opportunities for public input during scoping and public review and
comment on the Draft EIS. Information collected during the SEPA review process, including
information provided by the public, organizations, tribes, and other agencies, helps to inform the
analysis of environmental impacts and develop the Draft and Final EIS documents. The Final EIS is
then used by agency decision-makers, applicants, and the public to understand the potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposal, the mitigation measures that could be
implemented to reduce those impacts, and, ultimately, whether the proposal would result in
unavoidable and significant adverse impacts.

Refer to the Master Responses for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS the study areas considered in
the EIS. Refer to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework for more information about the use
of SEPA substantive authority to condition or deny a permit.

1.3.2 Geographic Study Areas of the EIS

Comment Summary

Commenters indicated that the study areas considered in the Draft EIS should be expanded in the
Final EIS, and that the Final EIS should analyze, in more detail, the potential impacts associated with
transporting coal from the mines in the Powder River Basin or Uinta Basin, to its final point of
delivery in Asia, including potential impacts related to rail transportation in Wyoming, Montana,
Idaho, Utah, and Oregon, impacts on the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, and vessel
transportation impacts beyond the Columbia River. Some commenters indicated the geographic
study areas for the Draft EIS were too broad, and should be more narrowly focused on the project
area and immediate vicinity.

Master Response

Numerous provisions in the SEPA Rules clarify and emphasize that the purpose of the EIS process is
to a) identify and address the significant impacts of a proposal; and b) either avoid or minimize
discussions of insignificant impacts. The following excerpt of the rules provides relevant examples.

e The purpose of an EIS is to provide an impartial discussion of “significant environmental

impacts” (WAC 197-11-400(2)).

e Discussion of insignificant impacts is not required; if included, such discussion shall! be brief
and limited to summarizing impacts or noting why more study is not warranted (WAC 197-11-
402(3)).

1 SEPA Rules use the term “shall” to mean that it is a “mandatory” provision (WAC 197-11-700(3)(a)).

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview April 2017
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e The description of the existing environment and the nature of the environmental impacts shall
be limited to the affected environment (WAC 197-11-402).

e For purposes of deciding what an EIS must cover, affecting refers to “having probable,
significant adverse environmental impacts” (WAC 197-11-712).

e Probable means likely or reasonably likely to occur as in a reasonable probability. Probable is
used to distinguish likely impacts from those that merely have a possibility of occurring but are
remote or speculative (WAC 197-11-782).

In accordance with the above guidance, the SEPA co-lead agencies defined the geographic study
areas for the Draft EIS analyses to encompass the areas where the Proposed Action could result in
significant adverse environmental impacts. As such, the study areas varied in terms of geographic
extent, activities considered, and of level of analysis, as described below.

e Potential impacts in and around the project area were considered in detail for all resources.

e Potential impacts along the rail routes for Proposed Action-related trains in Cowlitz County and
in and along the Columbia River from the project area to the Pacific Ocean were considered in
detail for resources as appropriate.

e Potential impacts along Proposed Action-related rail and vessel routes in Washington State
beyond Cowlitz County, including rail routes through the Columbia River Gorge, were evaluated
as follows.

o Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, evaluated impacts on access to traditional
fishing sites and delivery of fish to buyers from trains blocking at-grade crossings in the
Columbia River Gorge.

o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, evaluated potential impacts on rail
capacity along BNSF main line routes.

o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, evaluated potential impacts on rail safety along
BNSF main line routes.

o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, evaluated potential impacts on
vehicle traffic and vehicle safety at at-grade crossings of interest along BNSF main line
routes.

o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.5, Noise and Vibration, estimated increased noise exposure
from Proposed Action-related trains by along BNSF main line routes.

o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality, presented modeled estimates of annual
statewide emissions from Proposed Action-related rail and vessel activity in the context of
2011 statewide rail and vessel emissions. Section 5.6 also assessed potential impacts on
Washington State from sulfur dioxide and mercury emissions from coal combustion in Asia,
with additional information provided in Appendix I, Sulfur Dioxide and Mercury Emissions.

o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, evaluated coal dust impacts from rail transport;
Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, also evaluates impacts specific to the Columbia
River Gorge.

o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, evaluated
greenhouse gas emissions from rail and vessel transport.

e Potential impacts beyond Washington State were evaluated as follows.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
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o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, discussed rail capacity on the routes
beyond Washington State. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, provides
additional information.

o Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, evaluated
coal market changes, greenhouse gas emissions for rail and vessel transportation routes,
and end-use combustion.

Narrowing the Draft EIS geographic study areas, as some commenters suggested, would fail to
disclose potential significant adverse impacts attributable to the Proposed Action and would not
provide adequate disclosure under SEPA.

1.3.3 Connected or Similar Actions

Comment Summary

Commenters requested the scope be expanded to evaluate the potential impacts of connected or
similar actions, such as other proposed export terminal applications; rail improvements to serve
Proposed Action-related rail traffic along the Reynolds Lead, BNSF Spur, and through the Columbia
River Gorge; and coal mining in the Powder River Basin and Uinta Basin.

Master Response

In determining the scope of a SEPA EIS, an agency must consider the proposal and determine if there
are any connected actions and similar actions to be evaluated in the EIS (WAC 197-11-792).

Connected Actions

Connected actions are proposals or parts of proposals that are closely related (WAC 197-11-060(3)
and 197-11-305(1)) and should be evaluated in the same environmental document. Proposals or
parts of proposals are closely related if either 1) they cannot or will not proceed unless the other
proposals (or parts of proposals) are implemented simultaneously with them or 2) they are
interdependent parts of a larger proposal and depend on the larger proposal as their justification or
for their implementation.

The Proposed Action is neither part of a larger proposal nor dependent on the implementation of
any other new projects for it to proceed; it has independent utility. The Proposed Action is solely
dependent on the approval of the site-specific permits and requirements identified in the Draft EIS.
The Proposed Action does not require off-site rail line improvements to receive coal by rail, as
described in detail below, and is not dependent on new sources of coal. Therefore, no connected
actions require evaluation in the EIS.

As discussed in the EIS, the Longview Switching Company (LVSW) plans to expand capacity on the
Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur as a separate action to meet the projected volume and needs of other
existing and future customers—as well as from Proposed Action-related trains—consistent with
typical U.S. railroad policy to accommodate freight traffic. These improvements would expand
capacity and provide for safer operations and increased speed; however, they are not required to
serve the Proposed Action. The EIS also identifies the potential for future improvements to existing
rail infrastructure along the BNSF main lines in Washington State. Like the LVSW improvements to
the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur, these upgrades may address capacity, safety, and/or speed, but
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they are not necessary to serve the Proposed Action-related train traffic. Future rail improvements
would be subject to their own environmental review under SEPA and the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), as appropriate.

Similar Actions

Similar actions are those actions that, when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable actions, have
common aspects that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together,
such as common timing, types of impacts, alternatives, or geography (WAC 197-11-060(3)(c)(1).
Unlike connected actions, which are expected to be analyzed in the same SEPA document, the
inclusion of similar actions is optional (WAC 197-11-060(3)(c)). No other proposed projects were
analyzed as similar actions in the EIS. However, because several proposed export terminal projects
would use the same rail and vessel transportation corridors as the Proposed Action, their potential
cumulative impacts are addressed in Final EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, in accordance with
SEPA Rules. Refer to the Master Response for Cumulative Impacts Analysis for information on the
scope of the cumulative impacts analysis.

1.3.4 Project Objectives

Comment Summary

Commenters indicated the project objectives are not substantiated in the EIS and do not justify the
need for developing the Proposed Action.

Master Response

The Proposed Action is a private project. As such, under SEPA the proposal and project objective(s)
are defined by the Applicant and the proposal is evaluated as submitted. Draft EIS Chapter 2, Project
Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, and Draft EIS Summary presented the Applicant’s
objectives for the Proposed Action consistent with the requirements of SEPA. As stated in Chapter 2
and the Summary, the objectives for the Proposed Action are to enable western U.S. coal to compete
in the Pacific international coal supply market, diversify Washington State’s trade-based economy,
and reduce local unemployment. SEPA Rules require a brief statement of a proposal’s objectives,
including the purpose and need to which the proposal is responding, in the EIS summary section
(WAC 197-11-440(4)).

The purpose of a SEPA EIS is to provide information for agency decision-makers as well as
applicants and the public regarding the potential environmental impacts associated with a proposal,
as discussed in more detail in the Master Response for the Purpose and Focus of the EIS. However,
an EIS is not required to contain the balancing judgments that must be made by decision-makers
(WAC 197-11-448). In other words, agency decision-makers will ultimately weigh the project
objectives against the potential impacts identified in the EIS when making permit decisions, but that
evaluation is not required in the EIS.

In general, NEPA requires a more detailed evaluation of the purpose and need for a proposed action
than SEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1502.14). The Proposed Action is subject to NEPA
review. The NEPA Draft EIS was released for public review on September 30, 2016. NEPA Draft EIS
Chapter 2, Purpose and Need, includes additional information and evaluation of the purpose and
need for the Proposed Action, consistent with the requirements of NEPA.
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1.3.5 Alternatives

Comment Summary

Commenters requested that additional alternatives, other than the Proposed Action and No-Action
Alternative, be analyzed in the EIS and that the EIS consider alternative design options for the
Proposed Action. Commenters also disagreed with the description of the No-Action Alternative in
the Draft EIS.

Master Response

The Draft EIS analyzed alternatives consistent with the requirements of SEPA. For a private project
on a specific site, under SEPA, the lead agency is required to evaluate only a no-action alternative
and other reasonable alternatives for achieving the proposal’s objective on the same site (WAC 197-
11-440(5) (d)). Reasonable alternatives are thereby limited to those that 1) can be feasibly attained
or approximate a proposal’s objective but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of
environmental degradation; 2) can be implemented on the same site as proposed; and 3) which an
agency with jurisdiction has authority to control the private project’s impacts by means of required
mitigation measures (WAC 197-11-786). Consequently, alternatives that involve components
beyond the applicant’s control (e.g., an off-site alternative) are not required to be evaluated under
SEPA. Therefore, the Draft EIS evaluated the Proposed Action and No-Action Alternative, as
described in Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives.

The evaluation of a no-action alternative is required under SEPA; however, SEPA Rules do not define
what the no-action alternative must include. The analysis of the No-Action Alternative in the EIS
does not assume a future development similar to the Proposed Action would occur at the project
area, but rather, over the 20-year period, another project could be developed under existing permits.
The lead agency has the discretion to define a reasonable no-action alternative, and it is typically
defined as what would be most likely to happen if the proposal did not occur. According to the
Applicant, absent the Proposed Action, the project area could be developed with storage and
shipment facilities to increase bulk product terminal operations or other industrial operations.
Therefore, the No-Action Alternative was defined accordingly in the EIS, as described in Final EIS
Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives.

In general, NEPA requires a more detailed evaluation of alternatives for a proposed action than
SEPA. Specifically, NEPA requires the EIS “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the
reasons for their having been eliminated” (40 CFR 1502.14). The Proposed Action is subject to NEPA
review. The NEPA Draft EIS was released for public review on September 30, 2016. NEPA Draft EIS
Chapter 3, Alternatives, describes the alternatives development process for the Proposed Action
consistent with NEPA requirements and identifies alternatives that are analyzed in the NEPA Draft
EIS.

1.3.6 Cumulative Impacts Analysis

Comment Summary

Commenters indicated the analysis of cumulative impacts should provide a more detailed
assessment of past and present actions and existing impacts from those actions. Other commenters

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

1-9 April 2017



Cowlitz County
Washington State Department of Ecology Chapter 1. Overview

requested the geographic study areas for the cumulative impacts analysis be expanded to account
for cumulative impacts all along the rail lines to the coal mines in the Powder River Basin and Uinta
Basin. Commenters also requested that the cumulative impacts analysis be revised to account for
changes to coal market conditions and the status of certain future actions.

Master Response

Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, presents the analysis of the incremental addition of impacts from the
Proposed Action to impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. An
inventory of future actions that could contribute to cumulative impacts in combination with the
Proposed Action was developed. This inventory includes all reasonably foreseeable actions that
would affect the geographic study areas established for the cumulative impacts analysis. The
analysis includes a brief discussion of key past and present actions, and the existing effects of these
actions are accounted for in the description of existing conditions for each environmental resource
area in Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the Final EIS. The cumulative impacts analysis builds on the
description of existing environmental conditions presented for each resource area and, therefore,
accounts for the effects of past and present actions. The Final EIS has been revised to provide
additional discussion of past and present actions where appropriate.

The geographic study areas for the cumulative impact analysis were defined for each resource that
would be affected by construction and operation of the Proposed Action. Some cumulative impacts
study areas are identical to the resource study areas described in Chapters 3, 4, and 5, while other
resources have a larger cumulative impacts study area. These study areas encompass the areas
where the Proposed Action could result in potential adverse impacts.

Final EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, has been revised to account for changes to the status of
future actions and coal market conditions since the completion of the Draft EIS.

1.3.7 Mitigation Framework

Comment Summary

Commenters raised many issues related to mitigation, including general concerns about how it was
developed and how the measures would be enforced. Commenters raised concerns that, in many
cases, there is not a clear mechanism for implementing or enforcing the proposed mitigation and
that implementation may not eliminate the impact.

Master Response

As described in Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.0.4, Mitigation Measures Development Approach, and
corresponding sections in Chapters 4 and 5, mitigation measures are identified when applicable
regulations, permit conditions, and required plans would not adequately reduce potentially
significant impacts. The specific applicable regulations, permits, or plans are identified in each
resource section of Final EIS Chapters 3, 4, and 5, and are summarized in Final EIS Chapter 8,
Required Plans, Permits, and Approvals.

As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, mitigation measures were presented in the following
three categories.
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e Voluntary mitigation and design features. Voluntary mitigation and design features comprise
measures that the Applicant has committed to implement during construction or operations;
these are considered part of the Proposed Action.

e Applicant mitigation. Applicant mitigation comprises measures that could reduce potentially
significant impacts remaining after regulatory compliance and voluntary mitigation are
considered. These measures are not required simply by their inclusion in the EIS but could be
included as conditions of permits informed by this EIS. Measures included as permit conditions
would become legal requirements that must be met by the Applicant.

Under SEPA, agencies responsible for taking government action on a proposal, such as issuing a
permit or approval for the Proposed Action, have the authority to require mitigation to address
potentially significant impacts based on the following criteria (WAC 197-11-660).

1. Any governmental action on public or private proposals that are not exempt may be
conditioned or denied under SEPA to mitigate the environmental impact subject to the
following limitations:

a. Mitigation measures or denials shall be based on policies, plans, rules, or regulations
formally designated by the agency (or appropriate legislative body, in the case of local
government) as a basis for the exercise of substantive authority and in effect when the
determination of non-significance or Draft EIS is issued.

b. Mitigation measures shall be related to specific, adverse environmental impacts clearly
identified in an environmental document on the proposal and shall be stated in writing
by the decision maker. The decision maker shall cite the agency SEPA policy that is the
basis of any condition or denial under this chapter (for proposals of applicants). After its
decision, each agency shall make available to the public a document that states the
decision. The document shall state the mitigation measures, if any, that will be
implemented as part of the decision, including any monitoring of environmental
impacts. Such a document may be the license itself, or may be combined with other
agency documents, or may reference relevant portions of environmental documents.

c. Mitigation measures shall be reasonable and capable of being accomplished.

d. Responsibility for implementing mitigation measures may be imposed upon an
applicant only to the extent attributable to the identified adverse impacts of its proposal.
Voluntary additional mitigation may occur.

e. Before requiring mitigation measures, agencies shall consider whether local, state, or
federal requirements and enforcement would mitigate an identified significant impact.
An applicant must be reasonably able to implement required mitigation. An applicant
cannot be required to act beyond its legal authority or jurisdiction. For example, the
Applicant has no ability to make railroad improvements or set operational standards for
trains that are the responsibility of the rail lines under federal regulations.

e Other measures to be considered. Other measures to be considered consist of actions that
could be implemented by parties other than the Applicant to further reduce potentially
significant impacts associated with the Proposed Action. These measures are beyond the
Applicant’s control or authority and would not be enforceable through a permit specific to the
Applicant’s proposal. In some cases, other measures may be part of ongoing efforts to address
existing problems (unrelated to the Proposed Action) or related to existing requirements or
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regulations that protect public resources and safety. Inclusion of these measures in the EIS is
intended to help decision-makers and planners establish priorities for actions within their
authority and jurisdiction to implement.

The proposed mitigation presented in the Final EIS has been developed within the limits of the SEPA
regulatory framework. In general and to the extent practicable, measures have been revised to
provide greater specificity (e.g., timing of initiation and completion) with the intent of improving the
effectiveness of the measures. As appropriate, measures have been revised to clarify parties who
would participate in their execution and, to the extent possible, those who would be responsible for
each measure. The Final EIS has also been updated to include a proposed mitigation measure for the
Applicant to monitor and provide an annual report on compliance with mitigation required as a
condition of an issued permit. Mitigation monitoring reports would be part of the public record.

1.3.8 Health Impact Assessment

Comment Summary

Commenters indicated a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) was missing from the Draft EIS. Several
commenters also recommended multiple topics they felt should be addressed in the HIA, and
requested the HIA be available for public review and comment. In addition, some commenters
suggested the study area for the HIA should include communities along the entire rail transportation
route between the source mines (Powder River Basin and Uinta Basin) and project area, as well as
the Washington and Oregon vessel corridor, and not just those communities in Cowlitz County.

Master Response

During the public scoping process for the SEPA and NEPA EISs for the Proposed Action, questions
regarding potential impacts on health and quality of life arose. On June 10, 2015, Cowlitz County
Building and Planning Department staff met with representatives from Cowlitz County Health and
Human Services Department and the Washington State Department of Health. These three agencies
(i.e., the HIA co-lead agencies) agreed an HIA would be a useful tool to better understand the
potential health effects of the Proposed Action. A community-led HIA is currently being prepared.
More information about the HIA process can be found at
http://www.millenniumbulkeiswa.gov/health-impact-assessment.html.

Relationship of the HIA to the SEPA EIS

An HIA is a process that helps evaluate the potential health effects of a plan, project, or policy before
it is built or implemented. An HIA can provide recommendations to increase positive health
outcomes and minimize adverse health outcomes (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
2016). An HIA is a public health tool that uses available technical and scientific information to help
communities understand how plans, projects, and policies affect their health. An HIA can also make
recommendations about how to maximize the likely health benefits and minimize the potential
harms of a given project, plan, or policy.

The HIA process is separate and independent from the SEPA and NEPA environmental review
processes. The SEPA EIS is required by state law and analyzes potential impacts of the Proposed
Action on environmental resources. An HIA is not required by state law. An HIA evaluates the effects
of the Proposed Action on human health and the quality of life in adjacent communities. Analyses
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from the SEPA EIS may inform the HIA; for example, the SEPA EIS could provide information about
air quality, noise and vibration, and rail safety. However, because the HIA is not part of the SEPA
environmental review process, there is no requirement that an HIA be available for public review
with the Draft or Final EIS.

Geographic Study Areas

The intent of the HIA is to engage the communities of Cowlitz County in a discussion about the
potential health impacts of the Proposed Action on the local community. Several commenters
recommended the study areas include communities along the entire rail transportation route
between the source mines (Powder River Basin and Uinta Basin) and Longview, Washington, as well
as include the Washington and Oregon vessel transportation corridor. However, because the
Proposed Action is located in Cowlitz County, and because the HIA process is led by Cowlitz County
agencies, the study area for the HIA is focused on communities within Cowlitz County, especially
neighborhoods near the project area, as well as community facilities along the Reynolds Lead, BNSF
Spur, and BNSF main line in Cowlitz County. Residents within and outside of Cowlitz County are
welcome to attend and observe at the HIA Steering Committee meetings and comment on the Draft
HIA report when it is released.

HIA Steering Committee and Public Input

Comments received on the Draft EIS requested that specific topics be addressed in the HIA. An HIA
Steering Committee was formed and determined the topics to be addressed in the HIA, with input
from focus groups. The public has been able to provide written comments to the Steering Committee
throughout the HIA process. The Draft HIA report will be released to the public for review and
comment. It is anticipated the Draft HIA will be released in 2017.

The HIA findings and recommendations will be available as a resource for the community and may
inform future decisions about local development. The HIA co-lead agencies may make
recommendations to the Applicant regarding potential activities and design elements that may help
address community health concerns. These recommendations will not be binding and are
independent of any mitigation included in the SEPA EIS and associated permit conditions.

1.3.9 Vessel Wake Stranding

Comment Summary

Multiple commenters stated the analysis of potential effects to fish as a result of vessel wake
stranding lacked sufficient information to determine whether the Proposed Action would result in a
significant adverse impact. Some commenters requested that the potential impacts associated with
Proposed Action-related vessel wakes be quantified due to the relatively substantial increase in
vessel traffic in the lower Columbia River as a result of the Proposed Action.

Master Response

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, discussed the factors that contribute to the potential risk of
fish stranding from wakes generated by large, deep draft vessels transiting the lower Columbia
River. The physical conditions that affect stranding risk along the shoreline of the lower Columbia
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River have been documented in several studies, as have the locations in the lower Columbia River
where these conditions exist.

Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, has been revised to provide additional information on the key
findings of several new relevant studies on fish stranding from vessel wakes. As discussed in more
detail in the Final EIS, the studies concluded that about 8 miles of Columbia River shorelines have a
high susceptibility for stranding based on screening criteria, and the majority of stranding events
appear to impact sub-yearling Chinook salmon while other salmonid and eulachon are not as
susceptible to wake stranding. While the studies cited in the Final EIS have looked at the issue of
vessel wake stranding of fish in the lower Columbia River, none have quantified or projected the
impact beyond what was observed during the studies.

Some vessel wake stranding currently occurs, but it is unclear to what extent vessel wake stranding
threatens fish populations in the lower Columbia River. While scientists generally acknowledge the
connection between wakes generated by large vessels and fish stranding that occurs in the lower
Columbia River, they have not been able to quantify the amount of stranding currently taking place
or develop a model that accurately predicts with any reasonable level of accuracy the nature and
extent of stranding by deep-draft vessels. As such, there is no tool available to estimate the likely
impact of vessels associated with the Proposed Action on fish stranding. The National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) is analyzing the issue as part of its Endangered Species Act Section 7
consultation with the Corps for the Proposed Action. Therefore, although the Proposed Action would
increase deep-draft vessel traffic in the lower Columbia River, without further data it would be
speculative to attempt to quantify the potential impact attributable to the Proposed Action given the
current understanding of fish wake stranding and the fact that there is no known accepted methods
at this time to quantify such impacts. SEPA Rules require the consideration of environmental
impacts that are likely, not merely speculative (WAC 197-11-060). In accordance with this
requirement, the Draft EIS disclosed potential impacts related to fish stranding due to vessel wakes,
but did not quantify the potential impact.

As discussed in the Draft EIS, vessel operations in the lower Columbia River are federally regulated
by the U.S. Coast Guard, Department of Homeland Security, including the size, speed, and navigation
within the lower Columbia River. The federal regulation of vessel operations limits the ability of the
Applicant to address the factors that influence vessel wake stranding. Because vessel operational
standards are set by federal and state regulations, the Applicant may not change the standards. SEPA
Rules require that an applicant must be reasonably able to implement required mitigation (WAC
197-11-660), and cannot be required to act beyond its legal authority or jurisdiction. Mitigation
measures are not identified in the SEPA Final EIS to address potential vessel wake stranding impacts
indirectly attributable to the Proposed Action. The NEPA Final EIS may include additional analyses,
conclusions, and mitigation measures. For more information about the development,
implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master Response for
Mitigation Framework.

1.3.10 Particulate Matter and Coal Dust Analyses

Comment Summary

Many commenters expressed concern about particulate matter and coal dust emissions from the
Proposed Action, both in the project area and along the rail lines serving the proposed coal export
terminal. Commenters raised concerns about potential impacts on air quality and human health, and
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the effects of coal dust deposition on the environment. Commenters questioned aspects of the
analyses, including how peak emissions during very short-term events were considered, and
suggested additional considerations be included in the Final EIS such as dust emissions from
unloaded trains and analysis of coal dust deposition in the Columbia River Gorge. Commenters also
expressed concern about the adequacy of mitigation to address potential impacts related to coal
dust.

Master Response

The Draft and Final EIS estimated particulate matter emissions and dispersion and coal dust
deposition related to operation of the Proposed Action in the project area and rail transport along
the rail lines in the study area and evaluated potential impacts on air quality and the natural
environment.

The study areas for the air quality and coal dust analyses are described in Draft EIS Chapter 5,
Sections 5.6, Air Quality, and 5.7, Coal Dust. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the
EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Methods

Modeling was conducted to estimate particulate matter emissions, including from coal dust, from
operations in the project area and rail transport along the expected routes for Proposed Action-
related trains. Project area emissions were modeled using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA’s) standard regulatory air dispersion model, AERMOD. AERMOD estimates emissions from
multiple sources (e.g., rail cars and coal stockpiles), in complex terrain, using local hourly
meteorological data. As a result, the analysis accounts for realistic wind conditions in the vicinity of
the project area and along the rail lines. Separate modeling was conducted to estimate coal dust
emissions during rail transport based on best science and engineering of coal dust emissions for
moving coal trains with modifications based on more recent studies of coal trains in Washington
State. To supplement data from existing studies, a field study to inform this EIS was conducted in
October 2014, to collect sample data on coal dust emitted from coal trains on the BNSF main line in
Cowlitz County. These data were used to improve knowledge regarding coal dust emissions and
improve the reliability of the impact assessment. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7.3, Methods, and the
SEPA Coal Technical Report describe the modeling and impact analysis in detail.

Air Quality and Human Health

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality, presented modeled emissions of criteria pollutants from
construction and operation of the proposed coal export terminal, including fugitive dust emissions
from the coal stockpiles and during rail transport and emissions from diesel locomotives. The
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are the federal standards? for all criteria
pollutants, including particulate matter with diameter of less than or equal to 10 micrometers
(PM10) and particulate matter with a diameter of less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5).
PM10 and PM2.5 are components of coal dust and are also emitted by diesel engines such as rail
locomotives. The NAAQS were established under the authority of the federal Clean Air Act to protect
human health, including sensitive populations such as children and the elderly, with a margin of
safety. The NAAQS include annual standards for PM10 and PM2.5 and a 24-hour average standard

2 The NAAQS have been adopted by Washington State as state standards.
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for PM2.5. Very short-term peak emissions of PM are not regulated under the NAAQS. Furthermore,
strong winds that often accompany these peaks tend to facilitate dispersion of emissions.

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality, reflects updated emissions estimates based on revised
modeling assumptions to account for emissions from unloaded coal trains and revised silt content
assumptions to reflect western coal. Estimated concentrations of criteria pollutants from Proposed
Action-related emissions plus background concentrations were compared to the applicable NAAQS.
Estimated maximum total PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations with the Proposed Action are below the
NAAQS at all study area locations; therefore, these impacts are not considered significant.

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality, includes an assessment of increased cancer risk from
diesel particulate matter emissions related to operation of the Proposed Action. These emissions are
primarily related to rail locomotives serving the proposed coal export terminal. Based on the
assessment, diesel particulate matter emissions from Proposed Action-related train locomotives
traveling along the Reynolds Lead, BNSF Spur, and BNSF main line in Cowlitz County would result in
areas of increased cancer risk at or above 10 cancers per million which would represent a potential
unavoidable and significant impact.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, also compared the maximum trace element
concentrations found in coal dust (including arsenic, cadmium, and mercury) with their respective
acceptable source impact levels (ASIL). ASILs are screening concentrations for toxic air pollutants in
the ambient air, and are established in WAC 173-460-150 (Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air
Pollutants) for stationary sources. As shown in Draft EIS Table 5.7-8, the predicted maximum
concentrations of trace elements found in coal dust along the BNSF main line in Cowlitz County
would be less than their respective ASILs.

The Draft EIS evaluated potential impacts of the Proposed Action accordance with SEPA Rules and
the Cowlitz County Code. SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-444) do not require that an EIS analyze all
impacts of an action. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources
addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

An HIA for the Proposed Action is being prepared separately from the SEPA environmental review.
The HIA Steering Committee determined the health topics to be addressed in the HIA, with input
from focus groups. Refer to the Master Response for the Health Impact Assessment for information
on the HIA process, including the study area for the assessment, selection of topics analyzed, and
opportunities for public review and comment.

Coal Dust Deposition

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, presented modeled deposition of coal dust related to the
Proposed Action. There are no federal or state guidelines or standards for coal dust deposition. For
purposes of the EIS, the coal dust analysis used a benchmark from New Zealand Ministry of
Environment for dust nuisance impacts (i.e., the level of coal dust deposition that affects the
aesthetics, look, or cleanliness of surfaces, but not the health of humans).

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, presents updated deposition levels to reflect the
following.

e Updated silt content assumption to reflect western coal rather than average U.S. coal.
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Modeling of emissions from unloaded coal trains based on an analysis from a study at a coal
export terminal at the Port of Gladstone, Australia.

In addition, the Final EIS added an evaluation of coal dust deposition impacts along the rail line
through the Columbia Gorge, accounting for effective wind speed specific to the area.

The following summarizes the findings in Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust.

Estimated maximum monthly coal dust deposition from coal handling and transport activities in
the project area would be less than 25% of the benchmark used for the analysis at the project
area boundary and decrease further with distance from the project area.

Estimated coal dust deposition from transport along the BNSF main line in Cowlitz County and
the Columbia River Gorge would exceed the benchmark slightly. Residents who live along these
portions of the main line could experience nuisance levels which may include visible soiling on
window sills, outdoor furniture, and other property. Because no state or federal standards apply
to deposition of coal dust of this size, this impact is considered not significant for human health.
The potential for impacts to the environment from coal dust deposition are discussed below.

Estimated coal dust deposition from transport along the remainder of the rail line in
Washington State would be below the benchmark used for the analysis.

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife, evaluated
potential impacts on the natural environment from coal dust deposition related to the Proposed
Action as summarized below.

Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality. Coal dust deposition is not expected to have a
demonstrable effect on water quality. The potential risk for exposure to toxic chemicals
contained in coal (e.g., polyaromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs] and trace metals) would be relatively
low as these chemicals tend to be bound in the matrix structure and not quickly or easily
leached.

Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation. Section 4.6 described the potential effects of dust
deposition on vegetation identified in several studies and described deposition levels as they
relate to the plant communities at various distances from the project area and along the rail
lines.

Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish. Coal particles could affect fish and aquatic wildlife similar to any
form of suspended particulates, such as tissue abrasion, smothering, obstruction or damage to
feeding or respiratory organs, and other effects resulting from reduced quantity or quality of
light. Coal dust deposition to the Columbia River within the study area would result in a change
in suspended sediment concentration of less than 1 part per 10 billion. Particles would be
transported downstream by the flow of the river and distributed over a broad area, thus diluting
potential impacts.

Section 4.8, Wildlife. Windborne coal could affect wildlife through physical or toxicological
means, but deposition rates would be very low beyond a few thousand feet from the project
area. Coal dust and fugitive coal particles could also be generated during rail transport of coal.

Permit Requirements and Mitigation Measures

Proposed Action operations would be required to comply with the conditions set forth by the
Southwest Clean Air Agency in the air quality permit for the terminal. In addition, the Proposed
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Action includes project design measures and best management practices to control dust emissions.
Some coal movement at the terminal would occur in enclosed areas, including rail car unloading and
approximately one-third of the conveyors. The coal storage piles, approximately two-thirds of the
conveyors, and transfer towers would not be enclosed, but they would have systems in place for
dust control (watering or dry fogging). In general, the combination of these control systems would
be expected to provide a high level of dust control.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7.7, Potential Mitigation Measures, described potential measures that
would further reduce impacts related to coal dust. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust,
presents the proposed mitigation measures. Mitigation measures included as permit conditions
would become legal requirements of the Applicant. The Final EIS has been updated to include
mitigation monitoring and reporting requirements for the Applicant as proof of compliance with the
mitigation requirements. Mitigation monitoring reports would be part of the public record. The
mitigation measures were developed within the limits of the SEPA regulatory framework. For more
information about the development, implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer
to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework.

1.3.11 Coal Market Assessment

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concerns about the methods, sources, assumptions, scenarios, and
conclusions of the SEPA Coal Market Assessment Technical Report presented in the Draft EIS.

Master Response

The coal market analysis presented in the SEPA Coal Market Assessment Technical Report examined
the U.S. and Asian coal market changes—in terms of coal production, consumption, distribution, and
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions—associated with the Proposed Action under scenarios representing
a wide range of possible future market conditions. As modeled, the Proposed Action would handle a
specified quantity (44 million metric tons of coal annually at full operations) of additional coal from
existing mines and existing reserves in the Powder River and Uinta Basins to be shipped to the Asia
Pacific region where it could compete with coals produced in other countries.

Methods

The coal market analysis used the Integrated Planning Model (IPM) to assess likely coal production,
consumption, and distribution patterns resulting from development of the proposed coal export
terminal. IPM is widely used and accepted by a range of agencies and companies.

The analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIS uses best available information from agencies with
expertise in energy markets, including the International Energy Agency (IEA), EPA, and the Energy
Information Administration (EIA). The analysis in the Final EIS uses international coal demand
projections from the IEA 2015 World Energy Outlook (December 2015), which includes a scenario
that incorporates the Paris Accords to lower greenhouse gas emissions. The analysis also includes
data from EPA’s IPM version 5.15 and data from the EIA Annual Energy Outlook 2016. Thus, the
Final EIS captures changes to coal prices, international coal demand, environmental programs, and
renewable energy trends that occurred between 2013 and 2016.
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The international coal market was modeled in detail, including total reserves, coal supply curves,
heat content and CO; intensity of coal from each supply region, shipping distances, and emissions
from coal combustion. The domestic coal market was also modeled in detail and included the same
inputs as the international markets, plus the expected electric demand, renewable energy standards
and regulations, power plant operating characteristics, natural gas supply curves, electricity
transmission grid transfer capability, scope and structure of markets for wholesale electricity
supply, and power plant availability3, among many other modeling inputs.

The SEPA Coal Market Assessment Technical Report contains details of the data and sources used in
the analysis for the Final EIS, and describes additional changes to coal and natural gas prices,
environmental programs, and renewable energy trends that occurred between 2013 and 2016.

Scenarios

The five scenarios considered in the assessment represent a wide range of possible future market
conditions to determine the impact of the proposed terminal on coal markets and CO; emissions
associated with those possible futures. The four main scenarios are the 2015 U.S. and International
Energy Policy scenario, No Clean Power Plan scenario, Lower Bound scenario, and Upper Bound
scenario. A fifth scenario, the Cumulative scenario accounts for the addition of other reasonably
foreseeable planned coal export terminals in the Pacific Northwest and western Canada. The Lower
and Upper Bound scenarios are designed to provide reasonable bounds on CO; emissions related to
the Proposed Action. Since coal markets are volatile, uncertain, and changing, using a range of
possible outcomes is reasonable and informative. The SEPA Coal Market Assessment Technical Report
describes the scenarios in detail.

Conclusions

The analysis showed that the Proposed Action would likely cause the following changes in the
production, consumption, and distribution of coal in the United States and Asia.

e Production. U.S. coal production would increase with the Proposed Action in all five scenarios.
Asian coal production would decrease with the Proposed Action in all five scenarios, because it
would be displaced by Proposed Action-related coal.

e Price. Powder River Basin prices would generally increase slightly with the Proposed Action,
and international coal prices would generally remain unchanged or decrease slightly.

e Consumption. While overall coal demand would change slightly with the Proposed Action, it is
not likely to substantially increase over the next 20 or 30 years. U.S. coal consumption would
decrease with the Proposed Action in all but one scenario (Upper Bound scenario); the decrease
is a result of increasing U.S. coal prices in the domestic market due to additional demand for U.S.
coal on the international market. Delivered U.S. coal costs are competitively priced, so they do
not substantially affect pricing and demand for coal in the international market. Only in the
Upper Bound scenario did coal consumption outside the U.S. increase due to the Proposed
Action.

e Distribution. Coal distribution and production patterns in Asia would change with the
Proposed Action under all scenarios, with Proposed Action-related coal likely replacing other

3 Coal and gas and other power plants compete for dispatch in a sophisticated and sensitive bidding and bid
evaluation modeling context.
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international coal production. The change in coal distribution affects the shipping distance of
Asian coal imports and the mix of coal types consumed, both of which affect CO; emissions.

e Greenhouse gas emissions. The SEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report and Final EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, present estimated
greenhouse gas emissions under the five scenarios.

Chapter 6 of the SEPA Coal Market Assessment Technical Report presents the coal production,
consumption, distribution, and emissions modeling results for each scenario, and Chapter 7
summarizes the conclusions of the assessment in more detail.

1.3.12 Future of the Coal Market

Comment Summary

Commenters expressed concern that the analysis presented in the SEPA Coal Market Assessment
Technical Report in the Draft EIS did not accurately represent the future of the coal market.
Commenters pointed to various recent actions and trends as a sign that domestic and global coal
markets are in decline.

Master Response

Accurate projections of the international coal market require the use of long-term, fundamentals-
based inputs, such as coal demand inputs from the IEA World Energy Outlook, coal production
capacity of mines and producing regions, coal reserves, and production costs. While supply and
demand dynamics of the current coal market are factors in these projections, focusing solely on
short-term trends oversimplifies the complex and changing nature of the international coal market.

The international coal demand projections in the SEPA Coal Market Assessment Technical Report
presented in the Draft EIS, which are based on the projections of IEA’s World Energy Outlook,* show
coal market growth has slowed dramatically but is still growing. Historical data similarly show that
the market has volatile spot commodity prices like other energy commodity markets.

Although U.S. coal consumption in the electric power sector has declined in recent years—from
above 840 million short tons annually in 2011through 2014, to above 750 million short tons in
2015, to below 700 million short tons in 2016—global coal consumption has been increasing.
Between 2008 and 2016, Asian coal consumption increased by 12% to approximately 5 billion short
tons. China—by far the world’s largest consumer of coal—announced on November 7, 2016, that it
would limit increases in coal generation capacity to a maximum total capacity of 1,100 gigawatts by
2020; this increase is equal to two-thirds the size of US total coal power plant capacity in 5 years and
arate equal to a power plant per week (Spegele 2016). China has been decreasing coal production
which increases the need for imports. This has contributed to the rapid price rise in the
international markets in the second half of 2016. For example, the Australian thermal coal price in
U.S. dollars per metric ton increased from $58 per metric ton in June 2016 to $107 per metric ton in
November 2016.

Coal plants are also proposed in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan including the following.

4 These projections account for worldwide changes in the energy markets, including the use of renewables, which
influence the use of fossil fuels such as coal.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

1-20 April 2017



Cowlitz County
Washington State Department of Ecology Chapter 1. Overview

e In]Japan, the 45 coal plants proposed would have 20.8 gigawatts of capacity (Obayashi 2016)
representing up to 60 million short tons of coal consumption.>

e In South Korea, nearly 6,000 megawatts of new coal-fired capacity came online in 2016, and an
additional 9,200 megawatts is planned to come online between 2017 and 2021 (Center for
Media and Democracy 2015); these new coal plants could consume up to 26 million short tons of
coal.b

e In Taiwan, Taipower is rebuilding a number of coal facilities at previously retired sites that
would bring 5,600 megawatts of new/rebuilt capacity online through 2023 (Taiwan Power
Company 2014).

IEA is predicting an increase in global coal consumption in its Current Policies scenario and New
Policies scenario in both its 2015 World Energy Outlook and 2016 World Energy Outlook. The IEA
2015 World Energy Outlook projects that coal consumption in the Non-OECD Asia region will
continue to rise through 2040 in their New Policies scenario (Table 1). The New Policies scenario
includes implemented climate policies as well as policies that have been announced, but may not be
fully defined or implemented. These policies include the energy-related aspects of the Intended
Nationally Determined Contributions (INDCs) that had been submitted as of October 1, 2015, in
preparation for the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change Conference of the
Parties. The coal consumption forecast in the New Policies scenario is the source for the
international coal demand in the 2015 Energy Policy and Lower Bound scenarios in the Final EIS.

Table 1-1. New Policies Scenario—Total Primary Energy Demand for Coal (TBtu)

Country or Region 1999 2013 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Non-OECD Asia 27,136 101,190 109,561 115,539 122,835 128,719 132,716
China 21,153 81,446 81,751 82,135 82,451 81,448 78,502
India 3,714 13,546 18,907 22,544 27,399 32,300 37,045
Notes:

Source: International Energy Agency 2015.
TBtu = Trillion British Thermal Units

Other scenarios modeled in the analysis (No Clean Power Plan, Upper Bound, and Cumulative)
reflect the Current Policies scenario from IEA’s 2015 World Energy Outlook. The Current Policies
scenario includes policies for which implementing measures have been adopted as of mid-2015, and
assumes that these policies remain unchanged over time.

5 Assuming that the new coal plants operate at an 80% capacity factor, have a heat rate of 9,000 Btu/kWh, and
consume coal with an average heat content of 22 MMBtu/ton.
6 Assuming that the new coal plants operate at an 80% capacity factor, have a heat rate of 9,000 Btu/kWh, and
consume coal with an average heat content of 22 MMBtu/ton.
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Table 1-2. Current Policies Scenario — Total Primary Energy Demand for Coal (TBtu)

Country or Region 1999 2013 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Non-OECD Asia 27,136 101,190 113966 127,819 141,672 154,291 166,910
China 21,153 81,446 85,083 90,365 95,646 98,407 101,167
India 3,714 13,546 19,804 25,727 31,650 38,356 45,062
Notes:

Source: International Energy Agency 2015.
TBtu = Trillion British Thermal Units

Refer to the Master Response for the Coal Market Assessment for information on the methods,
assumptions, and model used in the analysis; sources of data; scenarios considered; and conclusions
related to impacts of the Proposed Action on U.S. and international coal markets.

1.3.13 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change

Comment Summary

Commenters addressed overarching issues about the scope and approach to the greenhouse gas
emissions and climate change analyses and proposed mitigation measures. Commenters raised
concerns about the appropriateness of the coal market scenarios considered in the analysis of
greenhouse gas emissions and assumptions regarding which greenhouse gas emissions were
attributable to the Proposed Action. Commenters also raised concerns about the mitigation
measures identified in the Draft EIS to mitigate for potential significant impacts, including concerns
that the mitigation would be precedent-setting.

Master Response

Responses to overarching issues are organized in the following subsections.
e Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Approach

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Action

e Proposed Mitigation Measures

e Setting a Precedent

e Commerce Clause

e C(Climate Change Analysis Approach

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Approach

The study area for greenhouse gas emissions for Cowlitz County is defined as Cowlitz County. For
Ecology, greenhouse gas emissions were studied based on the expected transportation routes and
emissions from the combustion of coal. While the study areas for the co-lead agencies are different,
the analysis used the same approach in the Final EIS to calculate greenhouse gas emissions
attributable to the Proposed Action.
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The Final EIS evaluated four scenarios for purposes of estimating greenhouse gas emissions. Each of
these scenarios compared greenhouse gas emissions for operation of the Proposed Action against a
no-action scenario in which the proposed coal export terminal is not built. The difference in
emissions between the Proposed Action and no-action (net emissions) represents estimated
greenhouse gas emissions attributable to the Proposed Action. The estimated net emissions for each
scenario provide a way of determining emissions attributable to the Proposed Action, because
emissions would not occur if the terminal were not built. All estimated greenhouse gas emissions in
Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, are reasonably foreseeable and bear a
reasonably close causal relationship to the Proposed Action, and thus are appropriate for
consideration as impacts in the EIS.

SEPA rules require that an EIS identify and discuss mitigation measures that may offset any
significant adverse environmental impacts resulting from the proposed action (Washington
Administrative Code [WAC] 197-11-440(6)). The Final EIS quantifies under various scenarios the
greenhouse gas emissions attributable to the Proposed Action and identifies the 2015 U.S. and
International Energy Policy scenario as the scenario that best represents existing conditions. The
net emissions quantified under this scenario equal 1.99 million metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (COze) annually beginning in 2028 and through 2038. This amount represents a
significant adverse environmental impact through the increase of greenhouse gas emissions. The
increase would result in climate change impacts that would not occur but for the construction of the
proposed export terminal. Climate change is impacting Washington State by causing earlier loss of
snowpack, decreased stream flows, increased wildfires, changes in ocean chemistry, and other
adverse effects identified in Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, Climate Change Impacts on the
Proposed Action.

With respect to the significance of the emissions, as discussed in the Final EIS Chapter 5, Section
5.8.1.6, Impacts, the terminal would cause a net increase in greenhouse gas emissions of an estimate
1.99 million metric tons annually of COze under the preferred scenario beginning in 2028 and
through 2038. These emissions would contribute to global climate change which has an impact in
Washington State. The amount of net emissions attributable to the Proposed Action would represent
a significant contribution to global greenhouse gas emissions, because it would exceed thresholds
established by various laws. For example, it would exceed the threshold of 100,000 tons annually
established under the Clean Air Rule, WAC 173-442, and the threshold of 10,000 tons annually
established under the EPA greenhouse gas reporting rule, 40 CFR 98. Guidance was issued by the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) on August 1, 2016, stating agencies should not attempt to
determine significance by comparing the amount of emissions caused by a proposed action with
global emissions generally:

CEQ recognizes that the totality of climate change impacts is not attributable to any single action, but
are exacerbated by a series of actions including actions taken pursuant to decisions of the Federal
Government. Therefore, a statement that emissions from a proposed Federal action represent only a
small fraction of global emissions is essentially a statement about the nature of the climate change
challenge, and is not an appropriate basis for deciding whether or to what extent to consider climate
change impacts under NEPA. (Council on Environmental Quality 2016)

The March 28, 2017, Federal Executive Order on Promoting Energy Independence and Economic
Growth directed CEQ to rescind this guidance; however, the underlying logic of the guidance
remains valid and the SEPA environmental review continues to follow it, where appropriate and
consistent with SEPA Rules which require recognition of the worldwide and long-range character of
environmental problems (Revised Code of Washington [RCW] 43-21C-030).
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As stated in the Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, Climate Change Impacts on the Proposed Action,
greenhouse gases affect the atmosphere equally, regardless of where they are emitted, and thus they
are global pollutants. “A ton of methane emissions in Asia affects the global atmosphere to the same
degree as a ton of methane emissions in the United States. The increase of greenhouse gas emissions
in the atmosphere has been determined to pose risks to human and natural systems. Higher global
surface temperatures cause widespread changes in the Earth’s climate system. These changes may
adversely affect weather patterns, biodiversity, human health, and infrastructure”
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2014). The risk of increased impacts from natural
variation are predicted to be incrementally magnified by climate change.

The 2016 CEQ greenhouse gas guidance stated, “It is now well established that rising global
atmospheric greenhouse gas emission concentrations are significantly affecting the Earth’s climate.”
The guidance recommends agencies use projected greenhouse gas emissions as a proxy for
assessing potential climate change effects for environmental reviews. It also recommended that
agencies quantify projected “direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions, taking into account
available data and greenhouse gas quantification tools that are suitable.”

The Draft EIS and Final EIS estimate the net greenhouse gas emissions attributable to the Proposed
Action. Under the preferred scenario, net greenhouse gas emissions would increase, which would
increase the risk and magnitude of projected climate change impacts. The potential climate change
impacts that would affect Cowlitz County and Washington State are described in Draft EIS and Final
EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2.4, Climate Change Existing and Future Conditions.

As aresult, under SEPA Rules, the EIS must identify and discuss reasonable and appropriate
mitigation measures that may offset the impacts resulting from these emissions. Using the logic in
the draft and final CEQ guidance, it is not necessary to tie specific emissions to specific impacts;
rather, the emissions should be taken as a proxy for the impacts. The 2016 CEQ guidance stated:

In light of the global scope of the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions, and the incremental
contribution of each single action to global concentrations, CEQ recommends agencies use the
projected greenhouse gas emissions associated with proposed actions as a proxy for assessing
proposed actions’ potential effects on climate change in NEPA analysis.

The approach taken in the EIS is consistent with the logic in this guidance. As discussed in the
guidance issued by CEQ, greenhouse gas emissions may constitute a significant adverse
environmental impact regardless of the fact that the emissions are only a small fraction of
worldwide emissions and regardless of the fact that specific impacts resulting from those emissions
cannot be precisely identified. The guidance stated:

...a statement that emissions from a proposed Federal action represent only a small fraction of global
emissions is essentially a statement about the nature of the climate change challenge, and is not an
appropriate basis for deciding whether or to what extent to consider climate change impacts under
NEPA. Moreover, these comparisons are also not an appropriate method for characterizing the
potential impacts associated with a proposed action and its alternatives and mitigations because this
approach does not reveal anything beyond the nature of the climate change challenge itself: the fact
that diverse individual sources of emissions each make a relatively small addition to global
atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations that collectively have a large impact.

The approach taken in the Final EIS is consistent with the logic in this guidance.

RCW 43.21C.030 authorizes and directs agencies to recognize the worldwide and long-range
character of environmental problems and, where consistent with state policy, lend appropriate
support to initiatives, resolutions, and programs designed to maximize international cooperation in
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anticipating and preventing a decline in the quality of the world environment. SEPA rules require
that mitigation measures be based on policies, plans, rules, or regulations formally designated by the
agency as a basis for the exercise of substantive authority (WAC 197-11-660(1)(a)). SEPA Rules
contain adopted policies regarding the exercise of SEPA substantive authority (WAC 173-802-110).
These rules state, among other things, that “the overriding policy of the department of ecology is to
avoid or mitigate adverse environmental impacts which may result from the department’s
decisions”; that Ecology shall “[a]ssure for all people of Washington safe, healthful, productive, and
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings”; and “that each person has a fundamental and
inalienable right to a healthful environment and that each person has a responsibility to contribute
to the preservation and enhancement of the environment.” The proposed greenhouse gas mitigation
measures identified in the Final EIS are consistent with these adopted rules.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Action

WAC 197-11-660 states that “responsibility for implementing mitigation measures may be imposed
upon an applicant only to the extent attributable to the identified adverse impacts of its proposal.”
The coal market assessment uses scenarios to identify the change in greenhouse gases attributable
to the Proposed Action.

The detailed methods and assumptions used for the coal market assessment model were described
in the Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, and in the SEPA
Coal Market Assessment Technical Report. These scenarios were updated as described in Final EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1.4, Methods. The scenarios described in the Final EIS SEPA Coal Market
Assessment Technical Report identify net emissions attributable to the Proposed Action. The Final
EIS identifies a preferred scenario and the assumptions for this scenario represent existing
conditions under which the Proposed Action would operate.

Modeling for the Draft EIS and Final EIS identified the changes in the coal markets and the resulting
changes in potential greenhouse gas emissions that could be attributed to the Proposed Action. This
is because, based on the changes in the market, transportation pathways, use of natural gas to
replace coal, and other factors described previously and in the SEPA Coal Market Assessment
Technical Report in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, the emissions for each of these areas could result in
the following.

e Add to and increase the overall amount of global greenhouse gases.

e Replace other emissions with no change in the overall amount of global greenhouse gases.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1.8, Proposed Mitigation Measures, states that the proposed
measures described in the mitigation plan may include a range of mitigation options. The measures
must achieve emission reductions that are real, permanent, enforceable, verifiable, and additional.
The emission reductions may occur in Washington State or outside of Washington State but must
meet all five criteria.

Greenhouse gas mitigation options are available through the existing international carbon market.
This market consists of providers of emission reductions (or removals in the case of forest or soil
sequestration) and the transaction infrastructure to facilitate the buying and selling of these
emission reductions to interested buyers. In recent years the portion of this market most relevant to
the mitigation options discussed here—typically called the “voluntary” market—has provided about
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80 million metric tons of greenhouse gas reductions at an average cost of between $3 to $4 per
metric ton (Ecosystem Marketplace 2016). Although often labelled as “voluntary” to contrast it with
cap-and-trade system “regulatory” markets, emission reductions from these markets have
historically been used for both voluntary and legal compliance purposes.

Importantly, the vast majority of emission reductions in this market are available as pre-packaged
units, often called “carbon credits,” which are vetted through rigorous methodologies to ensure that
they meet all of the criteria noted above. Moreover, they are typically verified by third parties to
guarantee their compliance. These carbon credits are posted on registry systems such as the Climate
Action Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, and the Verified Carbon Standard. In short,
numerous pathways exist through which the necessary emission reductions for mitigation could be
obtained from the existing national and international carbon market.

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1.8, Proposed Mitigation Measures, describes the standards that the
mitigation plan options would need to meet. The Final EIS proposes mitigation that would be
implemented as required by permits. A permit would specify in detail the method for
implementation of required mitigation as well as the process, approval, timelines, and enforcement
and verification tools. These details are not required in the Final EIS as the mitigation is not
enforceable through the EIS process but rather as a permit requirement.

Under SEPA WAC 197-11-440(6), state and local agencies have an obligation to identify and discuss
reasonable mitigation measures that may reduce the significant environmental impacts of a
proposal. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1.8, Proposed Mitigation Measures, identifies greenhouse
gas emissions as a significant environmental impact; thus, it is appropriate to identify and discuss
proposed mitigation measures to address those impacts. The proposed mitigation measure has been
revised to mitigate 100% of the net emissions under the preferred scenario. SEPA Rule, WAC 197-
11-400 describes the purpose of an EIS to provide mitigation measures that “would avoid or
minimize adverse impacts or enhance environmental quality.” WAC 197-11-440 states the EIS shall
describe “reasonable mitigation measures that would significantly mitigate” impacts identified in
the EIS. Pursuant to WAC 197-11-660(1), the mitigation measures identified in the Final EIS are
reasonable and capable of being accomplished. The potential mitigation presented in the Draft EIS
was developed within the limits of the SEPA regulatory framework described in the Master
Response for Mitigation Framework. For more information about the development, implementation,
and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework.
Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how the Final EIS
will be used, along with other information, by Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for
decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Setting a Precedent

Environmental reviews are done on a case-by-case basis for a proposed action. Greenhouse gas
emissions are considered as part of a typical environmental review and the lead agency determines
the level and type of analysis needed.

The Proposed Action would significantly increase the amount of coal exported from the U.S. and
would establish a new export route in the United States for coal. The stated purpose of the coal is to
be burned in power plants for electricity. For these reasons, the EIS analyzed the potential impacts
of the Proposed Action on the coal market and related greenhouse gas emissions.
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Under SEPA WAC 197-11-440(6), state and local agencies have an obligation to identify and discuss
reasonable mitigation measures that may reduce the significant environmental impacts of a
proposal. Draft EIS and Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, identify
greenhouse gas emissions as a significant environmental impact; thus, it is appropriate to identify
and propose mitigation measures to address those impacts.

Commerce Clause

The EIS does not impose any restrictions on interstate commerce. SEPA and its implementing
regulations provide the legal authority for identifying and discussing mitigation of adverse
environmental impacts identified in the Final EIS, including mitigation associated with greenhouse
gas emissions. SEPA and its implementing regulations are applied evenhandedly to all major
projects in Washington State; thus they do not impose any particular burden on interstate
commerce. The proposed mitigation identified and discussed in the Final EIS associated with
greenhouse gas emissions is conceptually similar to other proposed mitigation measures identified
and discussed in the Final EIS, many of which are routinely required of major projects in
Washington and other states. The proposed mitigation measures in the Final EIS help to minimize
the environmental impacts of the proposal in Washington State, which is a purpose that does not
violate the Commerce Clause.

In addition, pursuant to WAC 197-11-660(1)(c), the proposed mitigation measures are reasonable
and capable of being accomplished. Thus, they do not constitute an undue burden. The proposed
mitigation measures do not preclude construction or operation of the terminal, do not preclude or
burden coal mining in other states, or apply extraterritorially. Finally, the greenhouse gas emissions
identified in the Final EIS and for which proposed mitigation is also identified are not solely
attributable to increased coal usage in Asia; the increased emissions identified in the Final EIS
include emissions associated with increases in rail and vessel traffic, and increases in on-site
emissions from construction and operation of the proposed export terminal, as well as increases in
emissions from combustion in Asia. These increases in emissions would not occur but for
construction and operation of the proposed coal export terminal, they bear a reasonably close causal
connection to Proposed Action, and they have an impact in Washington State regardless of where
they occur. The analysis of emissions is appropriate for inclusion and discussion in the Final EIS, and
it is appropriate to identify and discuss proposed mitigation measures for those emissions.

Climate Change Analysis Approach

The CEQ 2016 greenhouse gas guidance stated: “It is now well established that rising global
atmospheric greenhouse gas emission concentrations are significantly affecting the Earth’s climate.”
(Council on Environmental Quality 2016). The guidance recommended agencies use projected
greenhouse gas emissions as a proxy for assessing potential climate change effects for
environmental reviews. It also recommended that agencies quantify projected “direct and indirect
greenhouse gas emissions, taking into account available data and greenhouse gas quantification
tools that are suitable.”

The Draft EIS and Final EIS estimate the net greenhouse gas emissions attributable to the Proposed
Action. Under the preferred scenario, the Proposed Action net greenhouse gas emissions would
increase, which would increase the risk and magnitude of projected climate change impacts. The
potential climate change impacts that would affect Cowlitz County and Washington State are
described in Section 5.8.2, Climate Change Impacts on the Proposed Action.
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Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.1, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, addressed quantifying greenhouse gas
emissions associated with the Proposed Action and identified potential mitigation measures for
Proposed Action-related greenhouse gas emissions. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, Climate
Change, referred to climate change impacts that could affect the project area. Section 5.8.2
addressed climate change impacts within the project area and determined that such impacts are not
significant and mitigation was not proposed.

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, Climate Change Impacts on the Proposed Action, has been revised
with additional data to clarify the following.

e The potential impacts on the Proposed Action as a result of climate change.

e The potential impacts of climate change on other local resource areas (e.g., water quality, air
quality, vegetation, wildlife) to determine if climate change could modify the impacts of the
Proposed Action.

Thus, the purpose of the climate change analysis is not to attribute or link particular climate change
impacts to the Proposed Action. The analysis is intended to identify how climate change would affect
the Proposed Action.
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Chapter 2
Responses to Comments—Project Objectives, Proposed
Action, and Alternatives

This chapter presents responses to substantive comments related to the project objectives,
Proposed Action, and alternatives.

2.1 Project Objectives

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to the project objectives.

Comment PO-1

When this project was first conceived, the public did not have enough vetted information to assess
the applicant’s specious claim to fill a “need” for diversification (thus, “jobs”) within the state’s
export economy. We now know that green jobs (i.e., those not involved with dirty energy, and
especially, coal) are growing exponentially (http://cleantechnica.com/2015/06/05/1-2-million-us-
green-jobs-reported-ql-heres-thats-problem/). We do not need coal jobs. The draft EIS has not
addressed this adequately. The draft EIS has not adequately addressed the fact that coal is quickly
becoming antiquated. Coal reserves are “stranded assets” whose theoretical market value will never
be realized because environmental, legal, technological, and market constraints will inevitably
prevent much of it from being sold and burned. ...” (0490)

Response to PO-1

Draft EIS Summary, and Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, presented
the Applicant’s project objectives. As noted in the Master Response for Project Objectives and
Alternatives, the Proposed Action is a private project; as such, the objectives and proposal are
defined by the Applicant.

Under SEPA, an EIS is required to focus on the environmental impacts of a proposal and its
alternatives. SEPA does not require an EIS to analyze the economic or social policy impacts of an
action or discuss economic competition or profits (WAC 197-11-448(3)). Refer to the Master
Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how the Final EIS will be used along
with other information by Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for decision-making
regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Refer to the Master Response for Future of the Coal Market for additional information.

Comment PO-2

The summary section of this Draft EIS is a high level look at the proposed action and a brief
description of the chapter components, potential impacts, permits needed, and potential mitigation
measures as well as associated SEPA process for the Draft EIS. One noticeable area where there is a
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lack of substantiated information is in regard to the need for the proposed action. Under
Washington State SEPA regulations, within WAC 197-11-440 (4):

“...The summary shall briefly state the proposal’s objectives, specifying the purpose
and need to which the proposal is responding...”

Although section S3 of this summary gives some information regarding project objectives, it isn’t
substantiated and doesn’t provide any insight regarding State initiatives regarding the ethics toward
future developments. One example is in regards to climate change.

e  Why would Washington State be open to diversifying its economic base with an industry
that contributes to continued global warming concerns when this State has taken one of the
leading roles/initiatives in the entire United States to try and curb and/or reduce global
warming concerns?

The Cowlitz Tribe disagrees with the following statement in section S3:

“The Applicant states further development of western U.S. coalfields and the
growth of Asian market demand for U.S. coal is expected to continue, and existing
West Coast terminals are unavailable to support this need.”

It is obvious through media and other sources that the demand for coal has considerably declined
and also statements from Asian countries has made it obvious of their intent is to reduce coal
burning consumption. We request references that substantiate the claim pointed out in the
reference indicated of increasing Asian demand. We also request information as to the apparent or
assumed analysis that left to the assertion that other West Coast terminals are unavailable to
support this need. Was there a specific analysis done in this respect? (3227)

Response to PO-2

Refer to Response to PO-1.

Comment PO-3

We request some clarification in regards the significance of the assertion within the Draft EIS of
contributing to reducing unemployment in Cowlitz County. The Website: https://fortress.wa.gov
should provide some of this insight for you. For the long-term in regards to the employment outlook
from this proposed development, we don’t believe that there is any significance towards reducing
unemployment in Cowlitz County. With a current workforce of around 45,724 (revised in March
2016 noted from fortress.wa.gov) and the outlook of this proposal of adding approximately 135 new
long-term jobs; that would only equate to .29% increase (less than 1/3 of a percent) in contributing
to the current workforce for Cowlitz County in the long-term. “if the Applicant hires locally.”

We don'’t believe that the assertion of reducing local unemployment is significant to justify the
proposed coal terminal in relationship to the potential environmental impacts we would have to
endure. It also doesn’t describe the potential of displacement of other potential developments that
may contribute significantly higher employment outlook for the region. If the action agencies and
the Port of Longview are serious about creating a better jobs outlook, we are sure that there are
other developments that would contribute more employment opportunities for the area; especially
development that may include some sort of manufacturing component of which the proposed Coal
terminal falls short.
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We believe that there is little justification regarding the need of this development, and we believe it
falls short of the intent of SEPA in regards to WAC 197-11-440 (4) given the current State policy
initiatives around climate change and future sustainable developments for our communities.

Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS tries to validate their objective that we pointed out concerns which we
provided in the summary section on purpose and objectives. We believe a very poor substantiation
was done and believe that the concerns we presented in regards to the objective in the summary
section of the proposed action also equally apply here. We request the same concerns presented in
regards to the projects objectives presented in the summary section also to be applied to “2.1
Applicant’s Project Objectives”. We believe the Draft EIS does a poor job in regards to justifying the
need for this proposed development.

One additional concern we would like to point out is in regard to the unemployment data used in
section 2.1.3: The current unemployment rate has now changed from the 8% reported in the Draft
EIS to a rate last reported in April 2016 or 7.5%. Looking at the past three years, the unemployment
rate for the month reported in the Draft EIS of January has progressively gone down from 2014
(9.1%); 2015 (8.5%); and last January of 2016 (8.0%) (Resource:
https://fortress.wa.gov/esd/employmentdata/reports-publications/regional-reports/labor-area-
summaires). This shows that Cowlitz County has been progressively improving its economic outlook
and we believe the proposed Coal terminal would do little to nothing in regards to this concern
based on the few (135) long-term jobs they would bring as it relates to the entire
workforce/employment opportunity of Cowlitz County. Actually, the Cowlitz Tribe will likely
provide a considerable improved employment outlook for Cowlitz County for the future than what
Millennium would ever be able to provide. We also plan to do so in an environmentally friendly
manner. (3227)

Response to PO-3

Refer to Response to PO-1.

Comment PO-4

The Applicant’s proposal is insufficient in regards to providing any impact towards improving
economic conditions for Cowlitz County. We also don’t agree with the economic feasibility of the
Coal industry given the current issues/relationships around global climate change and the current
dilapidated condition of the world Coal marketplace. Also, with the uncertainty of the Coal markets,
it is likely that the jobs related to this proposal would be under constant threat of continuous or
frequent employment layoff conditions. We request that the Draft EIS is clearly updated to clearly
describe the data associated with the volatility of the market of the products they wish to handle at
the proposed Coal terminal; and to clearly delineate an appropriate interpretation of the data based
on best available science and/or information. (3227)

Response to PO-4

Refer to Response to PO-1.
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Comment PO-5

The EIS must justify why Longview should dedicate prime industrial real estate to such a clear loser
project. (3408)

Response to PO-5

Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how the Final EIS
will be used along with other information by Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for
decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Comment PO-6

For the third Project Objective, the DEIS is deficient in not pointing out the extremely poor use of the
land area for creating jobs. The project would generate less than one job per acre of land used. Any
small-business park creates at least 30 jobs per acre, including parking. (3408)

Response to PO-6

Refer to Response to PO-1.

Comment PO-7

Finally, we fervently believe that this project should be reviewed with a policy lens that is
commodity neutral. The addition of the MBT-Longview project increases our position to be globally
competitive in the delivery of many commodities, not just one. Singling out a commodity, coal,
ignores the strategic position of this terminal as a full-service bulk facility. Agricultural products,
timber and many other bulk products will seek to take advantage of a strategically located facility. A
commodity neutral review would have likely lessened the timeline of review and unnecessary delay.
(2939)

Response to PO-7

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, the
Proposed Action would construct and operate a coal export terminal. The Applicant’s proposal
specifies coal as the only commodity that would be handled at the proposed terminal. The EIS
evaluates the impacts of the Applicant’s proposal associated with the receiving, stockpiling, and
loading of coal. In some cases, these impacts are unique to coal (e.g., coal stockpile pads, potential
coal dust emissions from terminal operations and along rail routes) and require evaluation and
disclosure under SEPA.

Comment PO-8

The Applicant Objectives are as follows:

e Enable western U.S. coal to compete in the Pacific international coal supply market. The
Applicant states the Proposed Action would enable western U.S. coal to compete in the Pacific
international coal supply market by providing a facility designed to efficiently transport western
U.S. coal from rail to ocean-going vessels. The Applicant states further development of western
U.S. coalfields and the growth of Asian market demand for U.S. coal is expected to continue, and
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existing West Coast terminals are unavailable to support this need. According to the Applicant,
to derive benefit from economies of scale, implementation of the Proposed Action would
provide a coal export terminal sufficient in throughput to give U.S. coal producers the
opportunity to expand their share of the international coal market.

Diversify Washington State’s trade-based economy. The Applicant states the Proposed Action
would support the diversification of Washington State’s trade-based economy by providing a
new bulk commodity export terminal to accommodate the anticipated growth in demand for
exporting U.S. coal. According to the Applicant, implementation of the Proposed Action would
help support the state’s diverse economy, which is essential for maintaining economic
sustainability.

Reduce local unemployment. The Applicant states the Proposed Action would help reduce
unemployment in Cowlitz County by creating employment opportunities in the Longview area.
The new employment opportunities would also generate needed tax revenues for local
economies.

Information from the nearly 8,000 entries in the Energy Information Administration and
Department of Commerce for the period 2002 through 2015 related to US Coal Exports of Steam
Coal, Metallurgical Coal, and Coke.

[See original attachment for data on exports of steam coal, metallurgical coal, and coke from 2002 to
2015]

8. Observations by Bill Brake

Metallurgical Coal is Top Export from USA followed by Steam Coal
Steam Coal is Top Export from Pacific Ocean Port Cities

Pacific Ocean Port Cities are San Diego, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Portland, Seattle and
Anchorage

Seattle Washington is over half of Steam Coal Exports from Pacific Ocean Cities

Pacific Ocean Ports and Seattle have significantly Lower Revenue per short Ton than the rest of
the USA Coal Exports

Seattle Export Demand has fallen 20 % from peak in 2011
The Port of Seattle has Exported Coal to 15 Countries

Millennium Bulk Terminal - Longview proposal at 48,500,000 Short Tons per Year is larger than
any USA Port

Washington Economy is sufficiently diversified in Coal Exports now without a new Coal terminal

Based on this review, I do not see a need for additional diversification of exports from Washington
State or need for an additional coal export terminal (MBTL- Longview) and recommend the “No
Action Alternative” Unemployment in Cowlitz County will not be significantly improved with the
addition of 135 jobs related to this proposal. (2572)

Response to PO-8

Refer to Response to PO-1.
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Comment PO-9

There are coal deposits in Washington State that are potentially marketable for use as export. The
Power Plant at Centralia has an adjacent mine called the Centralia coal mine that shutdown in 2006.
At that time 9 unit trains of coal a week were being mined with 600 employees and about 4.5 million
tons a year. Why does the coal have to be from the Powder River and Uinta Basins and not the Local
Coal in Lewis County less than 50 Miles from Longview. (2572)

Response to PO-9

As noted in the Master Response for Project Objectives and Alternatives, the Proposed Action
analyzed in the EIS is a private project; as such, the objectives and proposal are defined by the
Applicant.

Comment PO-10

The DEIS claims that coal can be exported competitively to Asia, but virtually all of the available data
shows that at current and anticipated future market conditions, the project is a bust. They should be
required to demonstrate that this isn't another boom-and-bust project that won’t leave Longview
with another useless piece of infrastructure, and an even bigger mess to clean up that holds back
longer term, sustainable development at this site. (0813)

Response to PO-10

Refer to Response to PO-1.

2.2 Proposed Action

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to the Proposed Action.

Comment PA-1

The DEIS neglects to mention the inconvenient fact that the coal doesn't just magically appear in
Washington but rather is transported through MY community in Montana. The railroad bisects
hundreds of towns and cities here and in Idaho on its way to Washington. The tracks run adjacent to
small neighborhoods, schools, churches and medical facilities. This seems to be a peculiar and
glaring omission! (0178)

Response to PA-1

As stated in Draft EIS Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.3, Operations, Off-Site Transport, Rail, the sources of
coal under the Proposed Action would be the Powder River Basin in Montana and Wyoming, and the
Uinta Basin in Utah and Colorado. Figure 2-8 depicted the anticipated rail routes for loaded and
empty trains between these sources and the proposed export terminal. For the reasons described in
the Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS, the Draft EIS focused on rail transport-
related impacts in Washington State.
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Comment PA-2

The Facility Siting Guidelines of the American Institute of Chemical Engineers would not choose this
location just because there is 190 acres of industrial land adjacent to the Columbia River. The
location should typically be 5 to 10 miles from any urban setting to minimize neighborhood
conflicts. The executive management team of MBTL should be required to live in the housing
adjacent to the proposed facility as they are on call 24/7/365. (0374)

Response to PA-2

SEPA does not require the evaluation of alternative locations for a private proposal. Refer to the
Master Response for Alternatives for information on the analysis of alternatives under SEPA.

Comment PA-3

The draft Environmental Impact Statement, on pages 2-16, states that the Panamax vessels have a
draft of 42 to 49 feet and that the main shipping channel on the Columbia River is 43 feet deep at
low tide, meaning the Panamax vessels would drag bottom. Who is going to pay for dredging?
Millennium? Who is going to pay for cleanup when just one of those 840 vessels/year founders in
the bar or runs aground? (0809)

Response to PA-3

The Proposed Action would not require dredging of the Columbia River navigation channel. As
discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, the Columbia River navigation
channel is maintained by the Corps and accommodates Panamax-class vessels. The draft of
Proposed Action-related vessels would be limited to the draft of the shipping channel and checked
by Columbia River Bar Pilots and Columbia River Pilots when they are onboard piloting the vessel.
As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4.4.2, Vessel Transportation, Vessel Traffic
Management, transit planning for draft-constrained vessels considers tidal elevation to ensure
sufficient water under the keel. Pilots have final decision for vessel movements and determine if the
planned operation can be successfully completed. The Columbia River Pilot’s Vessel Movement
Guidelines state that vessels may be permitted to sail with a maximum fresh water draft of 43 feet if
the river level, tide, and conditions permit. Outbound transit plans are developed at least 8 hours
and as much as 24 hours in advance. Pilots operating draft-constrained vessels in the study area
have to adjust the time of their transit to allow for at least 2 feet of under-keel clearance on the river
plus expected squat.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4.5.1, Proposed Action, Operations—Indirect Impacts, evaluated the
potential for increased risk of vessel incidents under the Proposed Action and No-Action Alternative.
The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS
and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

Comment PA-4

Finally, we note one significant, overarching omission from the DEIS: the sordid history of this
project and the proponent’s dishonesty with regulators and the public. In 2010, the proponents
sought permits from Cowlitz County to build a claimed 5 million ton/year project. After some
Coalition members appealed that decision to the Shorelines Hearings Board, appellants uncovered
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confidential documents to expand dramatically as soon as permits were received. The attempt to
defraud regulators led to national news and the withdrawal of this project. In our view, this event
colors all of the claims that the proponents make about this project and its claimed benefits. It
should not go unmentioned in this DEIS. (3277)

Response to PA-4

Under SEPA, an EIS is required to focus on the environmental impacts of a proposal and its
alternatives. Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how
the Final EIS will be used along with other information by Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other
agencies for decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Draft EIS, Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, described the Proposed
Action proposed by the Applicant. At full operation, the Proposed Action would have a maximum
annual throughput capacity of up to 44 million metric tons of coal per year, and this maximum
throughput capacity would be limited by permit condition for the Proposed Action. If the plans for
the Proposed Action are modified or expanded such that new or modified permits are required,
additional environmental review would be required under SEPA.

Comment PA-5

When Ambre Energy proposed their plans to build the Longview export terminal in November 2010,
it was a figure of 5.7 million tons moved annually that was publicly on the record. However, internal
Millennium Bulk Terminals emails disclosed in February 2011 revealed that “the company hopes to
export 80 million tons of coal through its proposed west of Longview terminal, nearly 15 times more
than the company originally stated in its application for county permit.”
(http://tdn.com/news/local/millennium-internal-e-mail-reveals-goal-of-million-
tonsin/article_8a86fa28-4072-11e0-b60d-001cc4c002e0.html)

Joe Cannon, Millennium CEO, responded to outcry over the deception with the statement: “When
any business develops a site, they're going to look at all kinds of things. Different people speculate
on different things, and they send e-mails, and that’s where they came from.” This is an abysmal
justification for the clandestine deliberation over making the proposed project the West Coast’s
largest coal terminal. Awareness of misleading the public and state regulators is blatant in a
November 2010 memo, in which “Millennium’s former chief executive, Jeff Torkington, wrote that
Millennium should deliberately wait at least two months before proposing an expansion, warning
that Millennium could be ‘perceived as having deceived the agencies.” As Gayle Kiser, a resident of
Cowlitz County said: “They knew darn well what they were about in keeping this quiet.”
(http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/15/us/15coal.html) The secrecy is understandable, as this
foot-in-the-door approach is the only scenario with any likelihood of succeeding in the face of
monumental resistance to the project.

[ remind you of this past misconduct, so that it may be agreed that the initial proposal itself
established a precedent of deceit and obfuscation of the realities of this project. That a basis of
transparency would then be adopted in the years following is a naive assumption to be made, and
it'’s an insult to all those affected by these proceedings if such a change-of-heart is suggested to have
taken place. We cannot afford to place credence in Millennium with so much at stake. Because this
EIS is designed to address the current proposal, the extent to which it accurately predicts the
impacts of the site depends upon the realism of projections put forth by Millennium as to the scope
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of their operation. However, Millennium'’s credibility has already been called into question, and
therefore it must be asked whether the conclusions of this study truly represent the consequences of
their expansion if greenlit, as prior evidence suggests that they may not intend to operate under
proposed circumstances. (1455)

Response to PA-5

Refer to Response to PA-4.

Comment PA-6

The Proposal calls for 8 trains per day with 125 rail cars and total delivery of 44 Million Metric Tons
Per Year to Asian Markets From Chapter 5 Page 10 each unit train of 125 rail cars will haul 15,263
Short Tons of Coal

44 Million Metric Tons Per Year x 1.1 Metric Tons / Short Tons = 48.4 Million Short Tons Per Year
48,500,000 Short Tons Per Year / (15,263 Short Tons/ Train x 365 Days Per Year) = 8.70 Trains Per
Day

This indicates the basic premise that 8 Loaded Trains Per Day is FALSE and the Actual number
assuming “Perfect World Conditions” is 8.7 Trains Per Day or an increase of 0.7 Trains Minimum Per
Day.

Since Rail Car Loadings are not done in “Perfect World Conditions” The reality is a minimum of 9
Trains per Day. This indicates that all calculations done in the DEIS are in error and the “No Action
Alternative” is Recommended. (2572)

Response to PA-6

Draft EIS, Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, stated that according to the
Applicant, proposed rail operations and coal export terminal design would support terminal
throughput of 40 million metric tons of coal per year or 44 million short tons of coal per year. The
Proposed Action is based on a throughput of up to 44 million metric tons of coal per year. The
Applicant assumes a 10% increase in throughput (4 million metric tons of coal per year) is possible
with rail car capacity increases through process efficiencies and technological improvements by
2028, the first year of assumed full operations.

The impacts analysis has been revised throughout the Final EIS where appropriate to reflect four
locomotives per Proposed Action-related train. Specifically, impact analyses were updated in the
Final EIS Chapter 5, Sections 5.1, Rail Transportation; 5.3, Vehicle Transportation; 5.5, Noise and
Vibration; 5.6, Air Quality; and 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change. The increase in
weight for the future cars would not require more than four locomotives and the length of the train
would not change from what is analyzed in the Final EIS. Refer to Response to PA-4.

Comment PA-7

The rail car tandem rotary dumper has a conveyor belt rated at 7,500 metric tons per hour. This
times 24 hours in a day x 365 days per year yields 65.7 million metric tons per year. The Facility is
designed for a 44 million metric ton per year rate and this equipment is significantly oversized or is
150 % too big. This can allow the MBTL to expand operations without adding equipment. The DEIS
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needs to address what is the pinch point of the operations and how is it guaranteed that the MBTL
does not exceed permit guidelines. Since there is not a weight measurement, there needs to be some
method to do the accounting. (2572)

Response to PA-7

As noted in the Master Response for Project Objectives, the Proposed Action is a private project and
the objectives and proposal are defined by the Applicant. Draft EIS Chapter 2, Project Objectives,
Proposed Action, and Alternatives, described the type of material and approximate volumes to be
transported based on this information. The maximum throughput for the proposed coal export
terminal would be a condition of the permits granted for the Proposed Action. In other words, the
Proposed Action would not be permitted to exceed a throughput of 44 million metric tons of coal per
year without seeking new or modified permits.

Comment PA-8

The stockpile pads together would be able to hold approximately 1,500,000 metric tons of coal. The
pads would vary in length from 2,200 to 2,500 feet and could hold from 360,000 to 400,000 metric
tons each. Coal would be stacked to approximately 85 feet above the pads. That is a lot of weight
equal to the Empire State Building at 365,000 Tons Weight so each stock pile is the same as one
Empire State Building and the 85 feet is about a 9 story building. Just throwing a bunch of rubble to
preload the soil is not the solution and detailed calculations are required to do proper planning and
construction. (2572)

Response to PA-8

Draft EIS, Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3, Proposed Facilities, Construction, and Operations, described the
preloading process for the stockpile area. Preliminary engineering plan sheets were also provided in
Draft EIS Appendix C, Coal Export Terminal Engineering Plan Sheets. Engineering and design are
iterative and ongoing processes that proceed with an increasing level of detail commensurate with
the stage of development. Detailed engineering drawings, including engineering for the preloading
process, would be prepared following completion of the environmental review process. The
Applicant would be required to submit engineering design drawings and construction specifications
detailing the preloading process as part of future permit applications.

Comment PA-9

Rail Transit - Unit trains would consist of 3 locomotives and 125 coal cars, with a total length of
6,844 feet is stated in the SEPA DEIS. Mountain terrain and flat terrain do not require the same
horsepower as well as loaded and empty unit trains. Visual Observations in the Vancouver Rail Yard
indicate that typical Coal Trains have as many as 5 locomotives and therefore the emissions,
greenhouse gas, particulates, crossing wait times and other factors are in error. (2572)

Response to PA-9

The impacts analysis has been revised throughout the Final EIS where appropriate to reflect four
locomotives per unit coal train. Specifically, impact analyses were updated in the Final EIS Chapter
5, Sections 5.1, Rail Transportation; 5.3, Vehicle Transportation; 5.5, Noise and Vibration; 5.6, Air
Quality; and 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change.
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Comment PA-10

The Scope of Environmental Assessments should be comprehensive and analyze all potential human
and natural environmental effects caused or generated by the construction of coal export
terminals...

c) Defining the specific train and barge routes for transporting coal for export through the states
of Washington and Oregon

(2980)

Response to PA-10

Draft EIS, Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, Figure 2-8, showed the
train routes for transporting loaded and unloaded trains between the Powder River Basin and Uinta
Basin and the proposed coal export terminal. Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, Figure
5.4-1, showed the navigation channel along the Columbia River from the proposed export terminal
to the Pacific Ocean. Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, analyzed rail impacts related to the
Proposed Action, and Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, analyzed vessel impacts related to the
Proposed Action.

Comment PA-11

The Scope of Environmental Assessments should be comprehensive and analyze all potential human
and natural environmental effects caused or generated by the construction of coal export
terminals...

d) Defining the loading and transportation by rail or barge by metric tons per rail car and coal
train and barges on the Columbia River.

(2980)

Response to PA-11

Draft EIS, Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, described the unloading of
coal from rail cars and the loading of coal onto vessels at the proposed coal export terminal and
identified the maximum annual throughput for the Proposed Action. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Sections
5.1, Rail Transportation, and 5.4, Vessel Transportation, analyzed rail and vessel impacts,
respectively, related to the Proposed Action, based on the maximum annual throughput of the
proposed coal export terminal.

Comment PA-12

Chapter 2 P. 15. This section reports peak water usage estimates for the terminal but does not
report average or yearly estimated water consumption. The EIS should do so, because long-term
consumption and discharge are equally relevant figures for public sector water planning. This
discussion should be related to the discussion of climate change in chapter 5.8. (3386)
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Response to PA-12

By looking at the peak water usage estimated for the proposed export terminal, the EIS has taken
into account the maximum potential impact on municipal water supplies. As stated in Draft EIS,
Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, industrial and fire-protection water
would be supplied from treated water stored on site from the terminal’s water-treatment facility.
Only potable water would be sourced from the public utility district. As discussed in Draft EIS
Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, the Proposed Action would use potable
municipal water supplies for domestic uses such as drinking, sinks, and toilets, which would result
in a small increase in source demand.

Comment PA-13

Chapter 2 P. 18. Pre-loading aggregate: only the sketchiest outlines of this process have been
included. The EIS needs to be specific about what kinds of material will be obtained, where from,
how much diesel smoke will be generated in moving it with 753 barges the first year, noise and air
pollutants to be generated over several years in the process of moving the material around the site
from one pad to another, effects on communities through which the aggregate will have to pass. This
will be a massive, prolonged, and devastating disruption to the Longview and neighboring
communities. Its effects should not be minimized. (3386)

Response to PA-13

Draft EIS, Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3, Proposed Facilities, Construction, and Operations, described the
preloading process for the stockpile area. As stated in the Draft EIS, preloading material would
consist of rock, dirt, concrete, and other appropriate materials. Engineering and design are iterative
and ongoing processes that proceed with an increasing level of detail commensurate with the stage
of development and to meet permit requirements. The Draft EIS analyzed potential impacts related
to construction vehicle traffic, noise, and air quality in Chapter 5, Sections 5.3, Vehicle
Transportation, 5.5, Noise and Vibration, and 5.6, Air Quality. These sections describe the three
construction-material-delivery scenarios analyzed for impacts on vehicle traffic, noise, and air
during construction, and detail the methods employed in the analyses.

Comment PA-14

Another impact that is not addressed is final clean-up. Where is the clear and complete description
of total impact and reparations to be made to the actual terminal site? A complete EIS must include
this mitigation plan, and the source of funding to accomplish it, for when the Millennium Bulk
Terminal closes. (2055)

Response to PA-14

The Proposed Action is described in Draft EIS, Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and
Alternatives. Decommissioning, closing, and restoring the project area is not part of the Proposed
Action as defined and analyzed in the EIS. Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the
EIS for a discussion of what is addressed in the EIS.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview April 2017

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 212



Cowlitz County Chapter 2. Responses to Comments—Project
Washington State Department of Ecology Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives

Comment PA-15

The DEIS must include a plan for decommissioning of Millennium's coal terminal, along with
financial assurances that Millennium and its parent company will be able to provide for this
decommissioning and the cleanup from impacts left behind. (3013)

Response to PA-15

Refer to Response to PA-14.

Comment PA-16

There's no examination of the applying entity, its liabilities (lawsuits} and its related concerns, i.e.,
Resource Capital Fund which has taken control of Ambre Energy. (3652)

Response to PA-16

Under SEPA, an EIS is required to focus on the environmental impacts of a proposal and its
alternatives. Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how
the Final EIS will be used along with other information by Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other
agencies for decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Comment PA-17

DEIS Section and/or Page

Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
Chapter 2 Project Objectives, Revise “The proposed trestle and The capture and containment
Proposed Action and Alternatives  docks would have capture and measures are not necessarily
Page 2-15, Water Systems, second ~containment measures beneath beneath the trestle and docks
paragraph, last sentence them and all water...”

(3070)

Response to PA-17

Final EIS, Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.1, Proposed Facilities, has been revised.

Comment PA-18

And, I also have deep reserve in trusting Millennium. They have proven to say one thing and end up
doing another. They started out telling us that it would be handling 5 million ton a year and now that
is 44 tons a year! [ have researched property near the proposed site, and Millennium has purchased
more land down river under a different name. The shoreline properties are owned by LLC’s that are
not real clear who owns them. Several of them have foreign owners. It is my sense that our newest
Port Commissioner travels to and has ties with some of these people. His family has also owned land
in that area and has been involved in numerous lawsuits, including land related in that area. I would
like this looked into also so the EIS takes into consideration that Millennium may have plans for
expansion that they are keeping from this review and the public. All of this is public record on the
Cowlitz Co. website and the Washington Secretary of State website. (1431)
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Response to PA-18

Refer to Response to PA-4.

2.3 Alternatives

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to alternatives.

Comment ALT-1

The No-Action Alternative is required to recognize and account for growth and development to
occur in a manner consistent with adopted zoning and comprehensive plans. Non-conforming uses,
while they may be legal, are disfavored under Washington law. Thus, the No-Action Alternative
should anticipate that over the planning period (which is at least the time for project build out), the
land on which these 44 non-conforming uses exist will be redeveloped consistent with zoning and
the adopted comprehensive plan. Properly conducted, the Draft EIS would have considered the 44
residences to be replaced as part of the No-Action Alternative. The future use, consistent with
zoning, should be used as the basis for determining the noise impacts from trains traveling on the
short line. The Final EIS must clarify that the existing uses are inconsistent with the City of
Longview’s applicable zoning and comprehensive plan designations, and that such non-conforming
uses are disfavored under the law. The Final EIS should modify the No-Action Alternative to reflect
uses allowed under the applicable City zoning. (3070)

Response to ALT-1

As noted in the Master Response for Alternatives, a lead agency has the discretion to define a
reasonable no-action alternative, and it is typically defined as what would be most likely to happen if
the proposal did not occur. The co-lead agencies are not aware of any proposals to redevelop or
displace the residential uses along the Reynolds Lead referenced by the commenter. Consistent with
other Draft EIS analyses, existing conditions were established as a baseline to evaluate potential
impacts. Absent reasonably foreseeable actions to redevelop or displace these residential uses, the
Draft EIS did not speculate on future existing conditions to evaluate potential impacts. Therefore,
these residential uses were evaluated as part of existing conditions and the No-Action Alternative in
the EIS. Refer to Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Land and Shoreline Use, regarding the evaluation of
consistency of the Proposed Action with zoning regulations, comprehensive plans, and other public
plans and policies.

Comment ALT-2

The Draft EIS should have examined those impacts proximately caused by MBT-Longview’s Project
as compared to impacts that would result whether or not MBT-Longview’s Project is approved (i.e,,
impacts identified in the No-Action Alternative). The Draft EIS did not properly account for
anticipated growth in the use of transportation infrastructure and systems in the No Action
Alternative in making these comparisons. (3070)
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Response to ALT-2

The Proposed Action evaluated in the Draft EIS was described in Chapter 2, Project Objectives,
Proposed Action, and Alternatives. Specifically, Chapter 2 described the off-site transport of coal by
vessel and rail that is considered to be part of the Proposed Action for the SEPA analysis. As
described in Chapter 5, Sections 5.1, Rail Transportation, 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, and 5.4, Vessel
Transportation, Proposed Action-related train, vehicle, and vessel traffic was not attributed to the
projected future baseline rail traffic numbers. Proposed Action-related rail, vehicle, and vessel traffic
is evaluated in addition to baseline rail, vehicle, and vessel traffic under the No-Action Alternative
because the respective traffic volumes would not occur without construction and operation of the
proposed export terminal, an established practice under SEPA to evaluate a reasonable worst case
analysis of potential probable impacts.

Comment ALT-3

We believe that activities and future plans toward Environmental Restoration in the potential
impact area of the proposed Millennium Bulk Terminal should also be analyzed as “existing
conditions and reasonable foreseeable future actions” within the study area and documented within
the Draft EIS. Currently, there is little to no characterization in the regard in the Draft EIS. These
actions are just as significant, if not more significant to consider as part of your decision. We
respectfully request that this component (investment in environmental restoration activities, future
plans, and potential impacts) be incorporated into the analysis and documented into a new Draft EIS
for the public to review. Just one spill or accident event could likely wipe out several years of
investment in this regard. The Draft EIS you present serves to reaffirm our opposition to this
proposed development.

We believe that there is no amount of mitigation possible to fully compensate the deleterious
impacts the proposed action would have to our community, our natural environment, and future
outlook towards restoration. Of considerable note, the Draft EIS fails to acknowledge any of the
restoration efforts completed, underway, and future project to repair the already depressed state of
the regions environment due to previous industrial developments and their continued negative
impacts to area species that are listed under the Endangered Species Act. (3227)

Response to ALT-3

The Draft EIS described existing conditions within the study areas identified for each resource area
analyzed in Draft EIS Chapters 3, 4, and 5. To the extent that past environmental restoration
activities have improved conditions within a study areas, those conditions are reflected in the
existing conditions described in the Draft EIS. The purpose of a SEPA EIS is to provide information
for agency decision-makers and the public regarding the potential environmental impacts
associated with a proposal and the mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce those
impacts. A full accounting of restoration efforts completed, underway, or planned for the future in
the surrounding area is outside the scope of a SEPA EIS; however, a new appendix has been added to
the SEPA Fish Technical Report that provides information on all restoration projects that are known
to have occurred in the lower Columbia River subbasin (i.e., watershed below Bonneville Dam). The
list of projects was provided by the Lower Columbia Estuary Partnership. The Master Response for
Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for
the EIS scope and focus.
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Specific efforts related to remediation and environmental cleanup of the Applicant’s leased area are
a separate action from the Proposed Action. Cleanup of the Applicant’s leased area was described in
Draft EIS, Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, and Appendix H, Hazardous Materials
Remediation History. In particular, Appendix H described remediation efforts in the Applicant’s
leased area that have been completed, are ongoing, and will be completed in the future. The

potential spill of hazardous materials related to construction and operation of the Proposed Action
was also addressed in Section 3.6.

Comment ALT-4

The Millennium Bulk Terminals Draft SEPA Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describes a
major project as a minor impact. Throughout the document, the Applicant describes project actions,
minimizes project actions, conflates impact relationships, and states the project has minimal to no
impact. Throughout the Draft EIS, Millennium Bulk Terminals describes its ‘no action alternative’ as
an ‘increase in bulk terminal actions.’ This is misleading and doesn’t recognize the efforts and
actions toward environmental recovery. (3227)

Response to ALT-4

The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with the SEPA Rules and Cowlitz County Code. For more

information on the regulatory requirements for the No-Action Alternative in a SEPA EIS, refer to the
Master Response for Alternatives.

Comment ALT-5

To start with, the Applicant presents only two alternatives; the proposed project and the “No-Action
Alternative.” The “No-Action” alternative is actually an undefined “expansion” of existing activities.
The Draft EIS does not actually present a ‘no action’ alternative. (3227)

Response to ALT-5

The Draft EIS analyzed alternatives consistent with the requirements of SEPA, described in the
Master Response for Alternatives. A lead agency has the discretion to define a reasonable no-action
alternative, and it is typically defined as what would be most likely to happen if the proposal did not
occur. If the coal export terminal is not built, the Applicant has stated it would continue existing
operations and could expand handling of bulk industrial materials.

Comment ALT-6

H. Terminal Construction Impacts on the Columbia River
1. Failure to analyze reasonable alternatives to the proposed dock and dredging designs.

The DEIS lacks any analysis of alternative dock configurations and alternatives to the quantity and
size of the proposed dredge prism. WAC 197-11-440(5)(d) states in part: “When a proposal is for a
private project on a specific site, the lead agency shall be required to evaluate only the no-action
alternative plus other reasonable alternatives for achieving the proposal’s objective on the same
site” (emphasis added). The DEIS fails to consider reasonable alternatives to achieving MBT’s
objectives at the site.
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First, the DEIS fails to evaluate alternative dock alignments and associated impacts on endangered
species and other aquatic life. WDNR requested a dock and dredge prism alternatives analysis in the
agency’s scoping comments, stating:

The EIS should include a comprehensive analysis of alternatives to the proposed project design.
The analysis should assess the potential adverse impacts and mitigation measures for each
alternative. Alternative overwater structure designs should be evaluated to identify designs that
avoid and minimize impacts, such as minimizing the number of pilings required, minimizing the
coverage area of new overwater structures, using alternative decking materials, and minimizing
artificial light.

The DEIS lacks the alternatives analysis required under WAC 197-11-440(5)(d) and recommended
by WDNR.

Second, the DEIS fails to analyze reasonable alternatives to dredging 48-acres of the Columbia River.
Again, the DEIS ignores the requirements of WAC 197-11-440(5)(d) and WDNR’s scoping
comments. The Co-leads should analyze alternative dock configurations that would minimize the
initial and ongoing dredging requirements. WDNR’s scoping comments recommend that the Co-
leads analyze using smaller, shallower-draft transport and ship loading equipment designs. The
DEIS lacks this analysis.

Third, the DEIS fails to analyze utilizing the existing dock, Dock 1. MBT has stated on the record that
it will not use Dock 1 for coal export. In turn, the Co-leads and other agencies have authorized
rebuilding and maintenance dredging to facilitate safe, ongoing operations at Dock 1. The public and
agencies have relied on Millennium'’s statements that Dock 1 would not be used for coal export. The
Coalition does not support coal export at Dock 1 or any new docks. However, the DEIS should
nonetheless analyze the alternative of utilizing an existing dock and dredge prism before destroying
additional critical habitat in the Columbia River.

The Co-leads must revise the DEIS to consider reasonable alternatives to MBT’s proposed dock and
dredging proposal. (3277)

Response to ALT-6

The Draft EIS analyzed alternatives consistent with the requirements of SEPA. As noted in the
Master Responses for Project Objectives and Alternatives, the Proposed Action is a private project;
as such, the objectives and proposal are defined by the Applicant.

Per NEPA requirements, the NEPA Draft EIS for the Proposed Action evaluated an off-site
alternative. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers published the NEPA Draft EIS on September 30, 2016.
Chapter 3 of the NEPA Draft EIS describes the alternatives development process and the three
alternatives evaluated in the NEPA Draft EIS (On-Site Alternative, Off-Site Alternative, and No-Action
Alternative).

Comment ALT-7

The DEIS doesn't really account for the effect of opposition groups. Having worked for an opposition
group, you know, we've heard recently fossil fuel companies have admitted that opposition groups
are one of the greatest obstacles that they have for future viability and, as a member of one of those
opposition groups, I'm not only flattered but really deeply concerned. We're not going to let any
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more leases happen? They're all going to dry up because we shut them down, and there's not going
to be enough coal to put in the coal trains to bring over here. So it creates a huge problem because
there won't be enough access to coal once we keep it in the ground and then all of the people who
really want to work at a coal terminal won't really have anything to export. (TRANS-LV-Q1-00060)

Response to ALT-7

The concern raised by the commenter is outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. Refer to the Master
Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS for an
explanation regarding the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

Comment ALT-8

The DEIS is deficient in not addressing the loss of solar resource as a significant community
resource. The DEIS should note that the large area used by the project (190 acres) could be utilized
for solar power generation as a dedicated solar farm or with solar arrays atop large warehouses or
other buildings.

A comparable utility-scale solar generation facility is the Baldock Rest Area on 7 acres on I-5 near
Wilsonville, which generates 1.75 MW of power. http://www.solarworld-
usa.com/newsroom/news-releases/news/2012/advanced-transportationenergy-systems

190 acres in Longview is enough space for a 47 MW ground-mount solar installation. 47 MW could
entirely power about 3100 homes plus two electric vehicles per home (15 kW per home). That’s
roughly 20% of the homes in Longview/Kelso. Such facilities are very financially efficient and will be
increasingly attractive as solar technologies get cheaper.

Instead of offering a best case of 135 jobs, 10,000 residents would be better off with free energy to
entirely and cleanly power their houses and cars. At 8.3 cents/kWh and gasoline at $2.50 per gallon,
the average Longview household (assume two electric cars) would save about $900 for electricity
and $2500 in gasoline annually; and 3100 households would save over $10 million a year, which is
50% more than the average income of 135 Americans.

Rail tracks, a huge pile of coal, and coal dust everywhere don’t allow space for solar energy
collection. (Roof space would not be as space-efficient as a ground-mounted array, so perhaps half of
the 47 MW would be available if panels are mounted on warehouses.) (3408)

Response to ALT-8

As noted in the Master Response for Project Objectives, the Proposed Action is a private project; as
such, the objectives and proposal are defined by the Applicant. Refer to the Master Response for
Alternatives for an explanation of the requirements related to alternatives in a SEPA EIS.
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This chapter presents responses to substantive comments related to the built environment: land and
shoreline use; social and community resources; aesthetics, light, and glare; cultural resources; tribal
resources; and hazardous materials.

3.1 Land and Shoreline Use

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to land and shoreline use.

Comment LSU-1

The EIS must consider the conflicts of this project to Statewide initiatives to bolster and sustain
Washington'’s agriculture economy, and Washington’ unique fisheries, with a special consideration
of the location on the Columbia River and its proximity to the agriculturally important Columbia
Basin agricultural export rail capacity, and as such must study the potential impacts on the local

agricultural economy. (3426)

Response to LSU-1

The Draft EIS evaluated potential impacts of the Proposed Action on agricultural land (Chapter 3,
Section 3.1, Land and Shoreline Use), commercial fishing (Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish), and rail
transportation (Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation) within the study areas established for
the EIS analysis. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources
addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus. The Master Response for
Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment LSU-2

ID DEIS Section and/or
Page Number

Text
Correction/Revision

Comment

A 3.1 Land and Shoreline Use

Page 3.1-1, Table 3.1-1

B 3.1 Land and Shoreline Use
Page 3.1-1
C 3.1 Land and Shoreline Use

Page 3.1-4, Subsection 3.1.4.1

Match Table 3.1-1 to
the table in the “SEPA
Land and Shoreline
Use” Technical Report

Include the City of
Longview
Comprehensive Plan
in Table 3.1-1

Move Section 3.1.4.1
into Section 3.1.1
Regulatory Setting.

Table in Section 3.1 is labeled the
same as the table in the Technical
Report, but does not match
exactly.

This would give a more thorough
background and should be
included.

The subsections in 3.1.4.1 discuss
the regulations and ordinances for
the project area. It is confusing
that these paragraphs are
contained within the “Existing
Conditions” section as they are
not describing the land itself but
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ID DEIS Section and/or Text

Page Number Correction/Revision Comment
rather the regulatory limitations
imposed on it.

D 3.1 Land and Shoreline Use Include a map (or The map in Figure 3.1-4 does not
Page 3.1-10, Figure 3.1-4 possibly a call-out box show enough detail to highlight

on figure 3.1-4) that where these parcels are located.
shows the two single-

family residences that

are within the 500-

foot study area.

E 3.1 Land and Shoreline Use Modify or clarify The lines, “the Proposed Action
Page 3.1-14, Land Use and language contained in  would not change the land use
Shoreline Resources section titled “Modify ~ character of the project area

Existing Land and substantially and [...] the land use

Shoreline Uses inthe  character of the project area

Project Area” would remain generally
consistent with other land uses in
the 500-foot study area,” implies
that there will be changes (though
small), but doesn’t give any detail
about what those changes will be.
Remove words “substantially” and
“generally”.

F 3.1 Land and Shoreline Use Include definitive This section implies that there
Page 3.1-17, Section 3.1.5.2, statement about would be no impacts, but doesn’t
Subsection “Construction—Direct impacts similar to actually include a statement
Impacts” other sections. saying that. All other sections

have a sentence that states
directly whether or not there will
be impacts (and whether they are
temporary).

G 3.1 Land and Shoreline Use Include more details Refer to the August 2014 URS
Page 3.1-17, Section 3.1.5.2, and explanation for Resource Report for Land Use and
Subsection “Construction—Indirect the fll’ldlng of no Shoreline Plans and Policies,
Impacts” indirect construction  which states that there will be

impacts. minor and temporary impacts
anticipated adjacent to the
property.
(3070)

Response to LSU-2

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Land and Shoreline
Use, and the SEPA Land and Shoreline Use Technical Report, in response to these comments. Refer to
the left-most column of the above table for lettering used to identify each comment.

Comment A: The list of regulations presented in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Land and
Shoreline Use, Table 3.1-1 was intended to be more narrowly focused than the list provided in
Table 1 of the SEPA Land and Shoreline Use Technical Report. No revisions have been made.
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e Comment B: Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Land and Shoreline Use, Table 3.1-1 has been
revised to include the City of Longview Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance.

e Comment C: Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.1, Regulatory Setting, identified and briefly
described relevant regulations. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4, Existing Conditions, described
the existing land and shoreline use conditions in the study area, including the specific
application of the regulations identified in Section 3.1.1 to the study area. Final EIS Chapter 3,
Section 3.1.1 has been revised to include a note referring the reader to Section 3.1.4 for further
discussion of the regulations.

e Comment D: Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Land and Shoreline Use, Figure 3.1-4 has been
revised to include an inset map with a detailed view of land uses near the project area.

e Comment E: The text of Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.5, Impacts, Modify Existing Land and
Shoreline Uses in the Project Area, has been revised.

e Comment F: Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1.5.2, No-Action Alternative, has been revised to
include a conclusion statement regarding direct impacts of construction.

e Comment G: In the EIS, indirect impacts are impacts resulting from either construction or
operations that occur beyond the project area. The No-Action Alternative would not be expected
to directly affect land or shoreline use beyond the project area. Construction would temporarily
generate traffic, noise, dust, and vibration, but these impacts are assessed in the applicable
sections of the EIS.
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3.2 Social and Community Resources

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to social and community
resources.

Comment SC-1

A recent study conducted by a Billings-based transportation consultant and released by the Western
Organization of Resource Councils (WORC) outlines economic costs associated with rail system,
road and infrastructure upgrades that would be required by proposed Powder River Basin/West
Coast coal export projects. The study indicates that these costs, added to mitigation measures, could
total in the billions and would likely be borne by state and local governments. The WORC report
complements studies previously released by CommunityWise Bellingham on rail capacity,
transportation and economic impact issues. Crosscut offers a concise overview of the situation in an
article by Floyd McKay. Please investigate these costs to the taxpayer. (0127)

Response to SC-1

SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-444) do not require that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
analyze the economic or social policy impacts of an action. The rules (WAC 197-11-448) state,

SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social, economic, and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing
alternatives and in making final decisions. However, the environmental impact statement is not
required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects and considerations of a decision or
to contain the balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision makers.
Rather, an environmental impact statement analyzes environmental impacts and must be used by
agency decision makers, along with other relevant considerations or documents, in making final
decisions on a proposal.

Additionally, the rules (WAC 197-11-450) state that a cost-benefit analysis is not required. Final EIS
Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, has been revised to remove the analysis of
potential impacts to the local economy. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS
outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus. The
master response also discusses how the Final EIS will be used along with other information by
Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed
Action.

Comment SC-2

We find the following to be significant adverse impacts and are concerned that they were
inadequately addressed in the SEPA/NEPA review process.

Economics:

e Increased rail traffic will create frequently blocked crossings, which will impact all businesses
along the routes.
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Increased presence of large ships in the shipping channels will impact current users and
increase the risk of collisions and other mishaps.

Local communities will bear the expense of at least 90% of the costs of rail crossing
improvements. In most cases this expense will have little benefit to that community.

Marine resource jobs will be greatly impacted by coal pollution and increased shipping traffic.

Aquatic resources will be greatly impacted by a spill and the burning of the coal, potentially
raising mercury levels and loss of habitat.

Emergency access in the communities along the rail routes will be greatly impaired by the
increased train traffic.

Coal companies are receiving subsidies at the expense of our economy.
Property values decrease near coal terminals.

Coal as an international commodity is declining. The terminal will be built and ultimately lie
dormant - a waste of time and money.

Ocean acidification will only be increased as we continue to use and abuse fossil fuels. Our
marine resource economy provides sustainable economic value to both tribal and non-tribal
communities. Treaty rights and our coastal communities cannot be ignored by inappropriate
development. (0687)

Response to SC-2

The Draft EIS addressed the following issues raised by the commenter.

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, and 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential impacts of coal
spills on aquatic resources.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, evaluated the potential impacts of
Proposed Action-related trains to block at-grade rail crossings and affect social and community
cohesion in the study area.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, evaluated potential impacts on vessel
transportation and safety in the study area from Proposed Action-related vessel traffic.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, evaluated the
potential increase in ocean acidification.

The remaining issues raised by the commenter are outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. Refer to
Response to SC-1 regarding economic considerations.

Comment SC-3

[ am also very concerned about my property values decreasing by having a coal terminal so close. I
have listened to testimony from local realtors reporting potential clients choosing not to relocate
here if the coal terminal comes in. This community already has a problem attracting professionals to
care for, teach, and represent our community. The final EIS should more adequately consider the
economic and reputational risk to my business, to Longview, and to other communities impacted by
coal trains and dust. Consider real estate value decline, and the fact that many modern, clean
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businesses will not move to a coal town. These are very significant impacts to us. We deserve not to
be continually dumped on. (1431)

Response to SC-3

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-4

The DEIS does not adequately consider the economic and reputational risks to Longview and other
communities impacted by coal trains and dust. Studies elsewhere have shown real estate values to
decline due to increased train traffic, and businesses will not choose to relocate to “coal towns.”
(1912)

Response to SC-4

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-5

The DEIS ignores significant economic and reputational risks to Longview and other communities
impacted by coal trains and dust. Real estate values decline in "coal towns." The DEIS ignores the
economic impacts on other users of the rail system, such as agriculture. (3721)

Response to SC-5

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-6

The DEIS does not adequately consider the economic and reputational risks to Longview and other
communities impacted by coal trains and dust. Studies elsewhere have shown real estate values to
decline due to increased train traffic, and businesses will not choose to relocate to "coal towns."
These impacts are significant but ignored in the DEIS. (3451)

Response to SC-6

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-7

But coal trains are a different type of train and one of the major deficiencies in the DEIS is to not
adequately examine the negative impacts of specifically coal trains. Coal trains are longer, louder,
more polluting due to the extra engines, and have the possibility of releasing hazardous coal dust.
There are only a couple of studies out there that have looked at the impact of increased train traffic
on property values. But these studies aren't adequate because they look at an increase in generic
train traffic, not coal train traffic, and the two aren't the same. Look, when I'm standing on one of our
lots looking down at the tracks and an Amtrak goes buy -it's not too bad, it's kind of fun to watch.
Same goes for generic freight trains -it's nice to see commerce moving. But a long, loud, monotonous
coal train with double or triple the engines is not pleasant. And all that uncovered coal simply
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reminds me of the pollution waiting to happen. Reduced property values can hit people hard. I'm
probably not going to get much sympathy as a developer, but there are lots of folks who live near the
tracks and I know their homes represent the bulk of their life savings. Hurting their property values
is not fair. And even a small decrease in property values can equal a huge impact, as there is billions
of dollars’ worth of property along the tracks from here to the mines. Please consider the negative
impacts to property values as you evaluate the DEIS. (3640)

Response to SC-7

The analyses of impacts on operational resources in Draft and Final EIS, Chapter 5, Operations, take
into account Proposed Action-related train length and commodity where appropriate.

An assessment of impacts on property values is outside the scope of the EIS. Refer to Response to
SC-1.

Comment SC-8

The Social and Community Resources Analysis optimistically fails to include the impacts that could
clearly drive down property values, in particular in neighborhoods near the tracks. This conclusion
is flawed based on the geographic limitations of the study. Dozens of communities from the Powder
River Basin to Longview, Washington are bifurcated by the BNSF main line that would see a massive
increase in rail traffic. Each of these communities, many of which see higher concentrations of E]
populations near the tracks, should be assessed based on property value impacts due massive
increases in industrial rail use. (3353)

Response to SC-8

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-9

My question is what is the economic impact on Washingtonians? The company’s analysis showed
that the benefit of the project will be to create permanent 135 jobs in Cowlitz County and annual
$2.18 million & $1.45 million tax revenue to Cowlitz County and WA respectively. They estimated
the cost of building the port to be $638 million (Economic & Fiscal Impact Analysis Of Millennium
Bulk Terminals Longview, BERK Consulting, Apr 12, 2012). However we have not seen the analysis
on the cost that Washingtonians pay in terms of health cost, loss of work hours due to delays in
traffic, loss of revenue from fishing, loss of habitat and wetland due to the establishment of the coal
terminal etc. (1742)

Response to SC-9

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the study areas analyzed in the
EIS. Refer to Response to SC-1 regarding economic considerations.

Comment SC-10

“Ambre Energy North America and Arch Coal have publicly put costs to develop the terminal at over
$650 million, an estimate that low-balls the real number. It doesn’t count mitigation of community
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traffic, safety, environmental and health impacts that would likely be required if the port is built. Just
one of those expenses—remediation of potential gridlock in and around Longview caused by coal-
train traffic—has been estimated at $150 to $200 million.” (Ross Macfarlane, Institute for Energy
Economics and Financial Analysis, http://ieefa.org/in-northwest-u-s-desperate-times-for-u-s-
coalmean- desperate-port-proposals/) So it is imperative for us to know whether the benefit we get
from the coal terminal outweighs the actual cost that many Washingtonians will end up paying
yearly. (1742)

Response to SC-10

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-11

The comments I have are for impacts that will impact me directly as a resident near the mouth of the
Columbia River and within 5 minutes walking distance from my home to the Seaside beach, which is
down current from mouth of the Columbia. I live in a community dependent upon tourism. Our
livelihoods would be devastated by our beach polluted by a spill, grounding, vessel fire, vessel
accident off our beach. (1922)

Response to SC-11

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, evaluated potential impacts on vessel
transportation and safety in the study area from Proposed Action-related vessel traffic, including the
potential increase in risk of an allision, collision, grounding, or emergency. Refer to Response to SC-1
regarding economic considerations.

Comment SC-12

What about the economic cost to all those with business and real estate in Longview? The Final EIS
must show real estate data from before and after coal bulk terminals were built in communities
elsewhere. How will a coal terminal affect future business and opportunities in Longview? Can
Millenium show an economic benefit from coal terminals elsewhere other than the number of jobs
promised? | fear this coal terminal will be a blight on future hopes Longview might have for growth
and development. (1980)

Response to SC-12

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-13

[ request that the final EIS include a study of impacts to SJC's economy based on the impacts to the
SRKW based on the project’s direct impacts to this key salmon population. Please address the
following impacts in the final EIS: Based on the adverse impacts outlined in the DEIS for the MBTL
project, including the adverse impacts from the increased risk of oil spills, to endangered Columbia
Chinook salmon, an essential food for SRKWs, in the Columbia River ¢ What is the economic threat
from the loss of SRKWs to the economy of SJC and WA State? « What would be the loss of property
values in SJC and what would be the loss of tourism and real estate sales from depleted fish and
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wildlife populations such as SRKWs in the event of a major oil spill in the Columbia River? In
analyzing all the impacts above, what would a “worst case scenario” look like in the presence of each
of the plausible, compounding factors or events, including but not limited to human errors, storms,
earthquakes, tsunamis, and other planned/proposed projects that may contribute to increased
cumulative impacts and chance of accidents? What would a “worst case scenario” look like for all the
above plausible, compounding factors combined? What would be the estimated damages in dollars,
overall and for SJC in particular, if such a “worst case” event happened? Will the MBTL project have
sufficient insurance coverage to insure against the “worst case” damages and economic losses?
(2433)

Response to SC-13

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-14

Negative economic effects. The DEIS does not adequately address the negative economic effect of the
many adverse issues (noise, traffic, dust, air quality, to name a few) on the affected communities, e.g.
loss of property values, quality of life, and future business due to coal issues. (2435)

Response to SC-14

Refer to Response to Comment SC-1. The Draft EIS evaluated potential impacts related to noise,
traffic, dust, and air quality in Chapter 5, Sections 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, 5.5, Noise and
Vibration, 5.6, Air Quality, and 5.7, Coal Dust.

Comment SC-15

The Scope Is Far too Narrow! Consider just one aspect—jobs. Much has been said about the jobs to
be generated for terminal workers and railroad employees. However, if you also consider the job
losses for employees in restaurants, hotels, recreational activities, and so forth in the Gorge that will
result from the pollution from the coal trains, the job tally will be a net loss. (2560)

Response to SC-15

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS. Refer to Response to SC-1 regarding economic considerations.

Comment SC-16

The Draft EIS concludes in Section 3.2: Under these scenarios, Proposed Action-related trains would
adversely affect the accessibility to community resources and public services at selected public at-
grade crossings on the Reynolds Lead, BNSF Spur, and BNSF main line. [see DEIS, page 3.2-25) These
conclusions are not supported, especially when compared with the Draft EIS’s analysis of similar
impacts from the “No-Action Alternative. The Draft EIS on p. 3.2.28 concludes that the No-Action
Alternative would not be expected to affect vehicle delay, and therefore, would not affect social and
community cohesion and public services. Given that the No-Action Alternative includes more trains
than exist today, the analysis of effects from the Project should reflect a similar low level of impacts
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resulting from vehicle delay and effect on public services. The description of impacts of the No-
Action Alternative in the Final EIS should reflect this impact, similar to the proposed Action. (3070)

Response to SC-16

The Proposed Action would add 16 train trips per day to the Reynolds Lead, BNSF Spur, and the
BNSF main line. The No-Action Alternative would add approximately 2 train trips per day. As
discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, six public crossings on the
Reynolds Lead, BNSF Spur, and BNSF main line in Cowlitz County are projected to operate below the
standard used for the vehicle delay analysis if a Proposed Action-related train travels during the
peak traffic hour in 2028 with current track infrastructure. Under the No-Action Alternative, all
crossings are projected to operate above the standard used for the vehicle delay analysis during the
peak traffic hour. Access to community resources and public services would be adversely affected if
a Proposed Action-related train travels during the peak traffic hour.

Comment SC-17

The Management Plan for the NSA also requires the protection of existing recreation in the National
Scenic Area, NSA Management Plan at Part I, Chp. 4, which the DEIS did not address with respect
reducing access to the Columbia River with increased rail traffic and a compromised user
experience. The Management Plan also contains a recreation development plan, which the DEIS did
not address. NSA Management Plan at Part III, Chp. 1. (3107)

Response to SC-17

The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (NSA) is outside the study area for the analysis of
parks and recreation facilities defined in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Land and Shoreline Use.
The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-18

Coordinate with emergency responders for medical (ambulance and fire), environmental (flood,
earthquake, etc.), and rail related emergencies, and design mitigations that correct for the increased
risk of this population. (2823)

Response to SC-18

The Final EIS evaluates impacts on vehicle transportation including on emergency response vehicles
(Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, and Final EIS Chapter 5, Section
5.3, Vehicle Transportation). As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Geology and Soils, the
Proposed Action would be required to comply with International Building Code 16.05 and Cowlitz
County Grading Ordinance 16.35, which would likely reduce potential impacts related to
earthquakes. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.2, Surface Water and Floodplains, did not identify
impacts related to flooding that would require mitigation. Refer to the Master Response for
Mitigation Framework for more information on the regulatory framework for mitigation.
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Comment SC-19

The rail transport corridor includes more than 200 at-grade crossings, including numerous under-
protected crossings (USFWS 2016Db). Increased rail traffic and resulting disruptions to community
resources and access represent significant adverse impacts. To date, the Applicant and SEPA co-
leads have failed to identify mitigation measures that would meaningfully and adequately avoid
these significant impacts. (3458)

Response to SC-19

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, included an assessment of
potential impacts on access to community resources and public services as a result of rail traffic-
related vehicle congestion. The assessment focuses on at-grade crossings on the Reynolds Lead,
BNSF Spur, and BNSF main line in Cowlitz County.

Mitigation measures to address potential impacts related to vehicle transportation are discussed in
Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation. These mitigation measures could also
address potential vehicular access impacts on community resources and public services. As
discussed in Section 5.3, the Proposed Action at full operation could result in unavoidable significant
and adverse impacts on vehicle transportation in the study area, Cowlitz County. The Master
Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-20

It is also worth noting that the DEIS fails to discuss the benefits to Washington's ports that come
from being rail-served, including the environmental and economic benefits. (3218)

Response to SC-20

The EIS evaluates potential impacts attributable to the Proposed Action, not impacts of the existing
rail line. Refer to Response to SC-1 regarding economic considerations.

Comment SC-21

Bankrupt coal companies don't have to pay for cleanup of their mines. Tax payers do. The economic
impacts of mined coal to burned coal are not worth the expenses of this proposal. Will MBT revenue-
share with all the communities along the rail lines? Will BNSF or UP? (3213)

Response to SC-21

The topics raised by the commenter are outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. Refer to Response to SC-1
regarding economic considerations.

Comment SC-22

What of the supposed taxes generated from the terminal if built that will benefit Washington State?
Will it benefit the other states and Tribal Nations that are subject to coal and its problems rolling
through their communities? (3213)
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Response to SC-22

The topics raised by the commenter are outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. Refer to Response to SC-1
regarding economic considerations.

Comment SC-23

And what of the supposed taxes generated from the terminal if built that will benefit Washington
State? Will it benefit the other states and Tribal Nations that are subject to coal and its problems
rolling through their communities? (2536)

Response to SC-23

The topics raised by the commenter are outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. Refer to Response to SC-1
regarding economic considerations.

Comment SC-24

In the Heavy Traffic Still Ahead (HTSA) study done in 2014 by Terry Whiteside and G. W. Fauth, who
have a combined over 60 years of transportation expertise, it is stated that it's the communities
along the rail routes who will pick up the tab for rail upgrades. Because the upgrades will likely need
to occur in hundreds of communities and many of the upgrades will be serious as in over and
underpasses it could cost in the hundreds of millions of dollars. The upgrades figures don't include
health impacts. The costs could easily be above the projected 45 million dollars or so in tax
revenues. (3213)

Response to SC-24

The EIS evaluates potential impacts of Proposed Action-related rail traffic. Any impacts resulting
from future upgrades that the railroad companies make to accommodate rail traffic under the No-
Action Alternative or Proposed Action conditions would be considered under the environmental
review of those separate projects. Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-25

The Coalition also incorporates by reference the comments regarding environmental justice analysis
filed by Stand. We are dismayed that the DEIS limited analysis of environmental justice impacts to
the project site only, whereas there is abundant evidence of noise, air pollution and other impacts to
environmental justice impacts all along the rail-line. It is critical that these communities and
individuals, who frequently lack English language skills and/or face challenges that prevent them
from participating in the EIS process, are engaged in the decision making process. They will bear the
burdens of this project in increased noise, pollution, and emergency risks, but will receive none of
the claimed benefits. The DEIS falls short in this regard. (3277)

Response to SC-25

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, the study area for
the analysis of impacts on minority and low-income communities included the project area, the area
within approximately 1 mile of the project area, and the area within 0.5 mile of the affected rail lines
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in Cowlitz County. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale
for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-26

SEPA regulations do not require a full cost-benefit analysis of projects. However, to the extent that
economic information is included in the Final EIS (FEIS), it must include some independent review
so as to be balanced, inclusive, accurate and fair. This DEIS provides a one-sided picture of economic
benefits, without any countervailing assessment of economic harm. It fails to examine the
cumulative costs of MBT, including costs of emergency department visits, hospitalizations,
medications; lost days of school and work for patients and caregivers; and the stress associated with
a significant drop in home values, for example. (3327)

Response to SC-26

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-27

SEPA regulations generally do not require a full cost-benefit analysis of projects. However, to the
extent that economic information is included, it must be balanced and inclusive. Hughes River
Watershed Conservancy, 81 F.3d at 446-48 (“it is essential that the EIS not be based on misleading
economic assumptions”). An EIS cannot “trumpet” the economic benefits of a project without also
acknowledging its costs. Sierra Club v. Sigler, 695 F.2d 957, 979 (5th Cir.1983). In other words, to
the extent its considered, economic information must be accurate and fair. Id. Moreover, a DEIS
cannot simply incorporate without question a proponents’ economic claims but must provide some
independent review.

Unfortunately, the DEIS falls short of this standard. While disclaiming explicitly that it is “intended to
be a cost benefit analysis,” DEIS 3.2-5, it provides a one-sided picture of economic benefits simply
repeated by the proponent, without any countervailing assessment of economic harm. The project
applicants commissioned the BERK economic assessment included in the DEIS, but no independent
third party has evaluated the study’s conclusions. It does not appear that these claims have been
subject to any scrutiny or review by the DEIS contractor or the Co-leads. Yet there is reason to treat
its conclusions with skepticism. For example, the BERK study takes as a given the direct job
projections provided by MLBT. But MLBT has not provided the public with any documentation to
back up these job projections.

There are numerous data gaps that must be filled in to complete the economic picture.

The Millennium Bulk Terminal’s Draft Environmental Impact Study fails to provide an accurate
assessment of the project’s economic impact to the local or regional economy. Instead, the DEIS only
includes the projected benefits as calculated by BERK Consulting in 2012. Indeed, somehow the DEIS
concludes that there will be no significant impact on “social and community cohesion and public
services, the local economy, or utilities” without even making the barest effort to analyze impacts
beyond simply repeating the applicant’s preferred study. DEIS 3.2-30.

There are several limitations to relying strictly on the BERK study as a means to evaluate MBTL’s
potential economic impact. For example, the only area of study on potential economic downside is a
narrow assessment how increased train traffic could cause delays in local commercial areas. Given
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the DEIS’s severely limited geographic scope of study, the consultants conclude the impact would be
negligible. DEIS 3.2-26. While conceding that “this vehicle delay could affect accessibility to local
businesses during the peak traffic hour without track infrastructure improvements” the DEIS simply
dismisses them as “negligible”. Id. 3.2-27.

The question for decision-makers to consider is not simply the number of potential new employees
but the net economic benefit for the local and regional communities. Both sides of a project’s balance
sheet must be considered in evaluating its economic merits. The many foreseeable negative
economic risk factors that were not considered in the DEIS need to be evaluated. The report fails to
include a comprehensive—and geographically relevant—economic impact assessment, which would
consider MBT’s potential negative economic impacts on areas including but not limited to:

e Local and regional businesses due to the congestion, blocked roadways and noise from
increased train traffic through commercial areas, and its consequences for productivity, sales,
etc,;

e Other state and regional exporters such as agricultural producers that utilize rail services and do
not have the flexibility for shipping delays;

e Increased tax burden on local communities with the need to upgrade rail crossings, as the
railroads only cover a maximum of 5% of these very costly projects:

e Fishing and recreational industries (including tribal fishing) due to risks from increased tanker
traffic and the heightened possibility of collisions and spills;

e Local and regional businesses impacted by “stigma” impact of coal;

e Decrease in property values in response to a substantial increase in train traffic along the full
length of the coal transport corridor, which has been shown to decrease values particularly in
residential neighborhoods.

e Health care costs, including emergency department visits and hospitalizations,

Similarly, while dismissing coal dust pollution on nearby homes and businesses as at worst a
“nuisance,” the DEIS neglects to quantify the economic impact of coating homes and businesses with
coal dust, or potential liabilities for the County if such harms become actionable.

These are not theoretical or imaginary impacts. Robust economic analyses have been prepared for
the other major coal export facility recently proposed in Washington State—the Gateway Pacific
Terminal near Bellingham. Academic studies in other U.S. cities document a significant drop in home
values as rail traffic increases. These analysis document many of the adverse impacts described
above. While there are differences between the two communities, many of the impacts described in
these reports are salient to the Longview project. In short, having trumpeted the alleged economic
benefits of the project, the EIS must then also include a fair analysis of the potential economic risks.
In this regard, it falls far short. (3277)

Response to SC-27
Refer to Response to SC-1.

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, evaluated potential impacts on
social and community cohesion, public services, and utilities, including potential impacts related to
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water and sewer service, demands for fire-protection services, access to community resources and
local businesses, and noise levels in local parks.

Comment SC-28

Acute and averaged impacts are different, in particular when dealing with sleep disruption issues
and child development. With E] communities typically closer to the source of the sound—train
whistles, braking and rolling noise—disparate impacts are guaranteed without MBT’s commitment
to pay all costs associated with installing quiet zones for every community along the rail route. In
Section 3.1.1.1, the EJ report correctly identifies sound impacts from trains on park users, but fails to
address the issue of accumulated health impacts, both at the project site and uprail. (3353)

Response to SC-28

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, the Proposed
Action’s potential noise impacts along the Reynolds Lead would have a disproportionately high and
adverse effect on minority and low-income populations if a Quiet Zone is not approved and
implemented. Refer to Response to SC-25 regarding the geographic scope of the study area. The
Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and
explains the basis for this scope and focus.

Comment SC-29

Critical impacts from the proposal that should be better addressed in the FEIS with respect to
impacts on E] communities include:

e Noise disturbance: The DEISs fail to quantify probable noise impacts from increased train
traffic, and fail to examine the impacts on children’s cognitive development, and overall sleep
patterns, in communities already impacted by noise

e Particulate matter emissions from train engines: PM2.5 concentrations within a half mile of
the tracks should be examined for existing baseline levels, and E] communities compared with
non EJ communities.

e Cumulative impacts of proposed oil and coal transport: The potential for a dramatic increase
in fossil fuel transport by rail if all the proposed oil and coal facilities are built must be
examined, as each type of train presents unique and cumulative harm. A recent study from the
University of Washington monitoring coal trains has shown that the air pollution from coal
trains is more egregious than previously understood. The abstract can be found here:
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1309104215000057. (3353)

Response to SC-29

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.5, Noise and Vibration, included a quantified analysis of projected
noise levels from rail traffic on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur. As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter
3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, the Proposed Action’s potential noise impacts along
the Reynolds Lead would have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-
income populations if a Quiet Zone is not approved and implemented. The Master Response for
Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for
this scope and focus.
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Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality, included estimates of particulate matter with a diameter
of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5) concentrations along the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur. The
analysis demonstrates that the total concentrations of PM2.5 (i.e., existing background
concentrations plus the modeled concentration from the Proposed Action) would be below National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality, includes an evaluation of increased cancer risk
associated with the increase in diesel particulate matter emissions in Cowlitz County. Final EIS,
Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Services, evaluates the potential for disproportionately
high and adverse effects related to potential cancer risk in the Highlands neighborhood.

Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, presented the analysis of the potential cumulative impacts
of the Proposed Action in combination with other reasonably foreseeable future actions, which
include several other proposed export terminal projects (Draft EIS Chapter 6, Section 6.2, Scope of
Cumulative Impacts Analysis, Table 6-2 provided a list of projects). The analysis concludes that the
other future projects would not contribute additional disproportionately high and adverse impacts
on minority and low-income communities beyond those identified for the Proposed Action.

Comment SC-30

The FEIS should include deep analysis of Longview residents and those living along transportation
corridors utilizing the full power and resources of U.S. EPA’s Environmental Justice screening tool
(EJSCREEN). This tool combines demographic variables identifying potential susceptible or
vulnerable populations with separate environmental indicators to derive separate EJ Indices that
reflect whether those populations are facing excess environmental risk for an environmental
indicator. The results for coal train and vessel routes through Washington en route to MBT clearly
show multiple municipalities and disproportionately impacted communities where disparate risk
should be further evaluated as part of the FEIS. (See https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen.) (3327)

Response to SC-30

The Draft EIS included an assessment of potential disproportionately high and adverse effects on
minority and low-income populations consistent with guidance published by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ). The analysis uses demographic data from the U.S. Census Bureau,
similar to what is available through E] Screen, and evaluates potential adverse effects on minority
and low-income populations based on the technical analyses prepared for the Proposed Action. The
Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas
analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-31

The projection of potential direct, indirect, and induced economic and fiscal benefits of the proposal
are based on the 2012 study Economic and Fiscal Impacts of Millennium Bulk Terminals Longview
prepared by BERK. (DEIS 3.2-5). The potential direct, indirect and induced economic and fiscal
benefits of the proposal should be reassessed based on current information. As noted above, the
downturn since 2012 in the outlook for U.S. coal exports and the domestic coal industry generally is
well documented and expected to continue for the foreseeable future. According to the Energy
Information Administration, for example, there was a 24% decline in coal exports from the United
States between 2014 and 2015 alone. (EIA, Quarterly Coal Report, October-December 2015). As
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discussed above, the rapid decline in coal prices has resulted in a succession of bankruptcy filings by
the top coal producer s in the United States in 2015 and 2016. Accordingly, projections of benefits
from the project based on the substantially more favorable economic outlook for coal in 2012 are
misleading and should be reexamined. (2691)

Response to SC-31

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-32

The DEIS states that exposure to this particulate matter pollution is a problem for social justice-
Cowlitz County has a large proportion of its population (about 20%) living below the federally
defined poverty-line. There is evidence that people in poverty who live in areas polluted by
particulate matter are disproportionately affected in terms of their health; hypothesized causes are
related to the cumulative health stressors and lower mobility of people in poverty. However,
acknowledging this problem is not the same as solving it, and the DEIS proposes no solution nor
mitigation. Also, what the DEIS does not mention is the high level of poverty in the Longview
neighborhoods closest to the proposed coal terminal site —especially south of Ocean Beach Highway
(State Highway 4) and the Highlands neighborhood. Similarly, populations living and working near
the tracks carrying open coal cars are likely to be in poverty. The social justice issue posed by this
proposed project is higher than acknowledged in the DEIS. Mitigation for all the populations in
poverty who will be affected by the coal dust pollution should be acknowledged, monitored, and
mitigated. (3465)

Response to SC-32
Refer to Response to SC-25 regarding the geographic scope of the study area.

The Draft EIS identified low-income populations in the areas identified by the commenter in Chapter
3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, Table 3.2-8 and Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and
Community Resources, Figure 3.2-4. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, assessed potential
coal dust impacts and concluded that coal dust deposition from the Proposed Action would not
exceed the benchmark used for the analysis from coal export terminal operations, or along the
Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur, nor would the Proposed Action result in exceedances of the NAAQS
for PM2.5 and PM10. The Master Response for Mitigation Framework addresses the commenter’s
concern regarding mitigation. Section 5.7 also discussed potential mitigation measures to reduce
impacts related to coal dust.

Comment SC-33

In Longview, of course, the people whose health will be most heavily affected by the toxic
environment created by the plant itself and the incoming trains, will be those with the lowest
income and least political clout, as always. (2245)

Response to SC-33

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, included an assessment of
potential disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations. The
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analysis concluded the Proposed Action would result in disproportionately high and adverse effects
on minority and low-income populations from train horn noise sounded for public safety. Section
3.2 identified a mitigation measure to implement a Quiet Zone. If the Federal Railroad
Administration approves the Quiet Zone, the Proposed Action would not have a disproportionately
high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations. However, without approval and
implementation, the Proposed Action’s disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and
low-income populations would be unavoidable.

Comment SC-34

Additionally the proposed 135 jobs for the new Coal Export Terminal with the total Cowlitz County
Employment at 42,324 persons and 3,408 persons unemployed will not significantly change the
labor statistics. This Proposed Millennium Bulk Terminal Longview LLC Project is 480 times bigger
than the current Longview operation and only has 3.6 times more employees to unload the coal
product, store the coal on site and load into ships. It is also 9 times bigger than the Centralia Power
Plant Coal unloading, storage and conveying to the power plant burner tip. The manpower proposal
for the Longview Terminal are unrealistic and need to be further evaluated. (2572)

Response to SC-34

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-35

The DEIS is deficient in not analyzing how many people MBTL expects to hire from the existing
Longview workforce. The current progress of artificial intelligence and robotics will obviate jobs like
vehicle drivers and any job that is repetitive or dangerous. So is the estimate of 135 operating
employees realistic? BNSF runs a train with two people, and coal plants unload coal cars with one
person per shift. The only jobs not automated at the terminal would be for managers and
automation experts—how many of those currently live in Longview? How many jobs would actually
be created? (3408)

Response to SC-35

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-36

The proposed facility has a 360,000 gallon fire water pond. With the on-site fire pump rated at 1,500
gallons per minute, there is 240 minutes of water or 4 hours. After that time, an on-site fire is
allowed to burn itself out. This is typical of process plants with 4 hour on site fire water to comply
with company and insurance requirements. What is proposed if the fire continues beyond the 4 hour
time period --- a river pump, interconnection to municipal systems, water tenders, or unknown?
(2572)

Response to SC-36

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, Cowlitz 2 Fire &
Rescue would provide fire-protection services to the project area. Required fire- and life-safety
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systems, including a fire water pond, would be installed in the project area according to fire code
standards. These systems would be regularly inspected and maintained. The Draft EIS did not find
there would be significant adverse impacts on fire-protection services.

Comment SC-37

The DEIS should include a detailed firefighting plan and a plan for training of local firefighters paid
by Millennium Bulk Terminals. Coal is combustible and other possible chemicals could be stored
onsite that will require special handling by these professionals. (3014)

Response to SC-37

Refer to Response to SC-36.

Comment SC-38

My question is what is the economic impact on Washingtonians?

The company's analysis showed that the benefit of the project will be to create permanent 135 jobs
in Cowlitz County and annual 2.18 million dollars and 1.45 million tax revenue to Cowlitz County
and Washington respectively. They estimated the cost of building the port to be 638 million dollars.
(Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis of Millennium Bulk Terminals Longview, BERK Consulting,
April 12,2012.)

However, we have not seen analysis on the cost that Washingtonians pay in terms of health cost, loss
of work hours due to delays in traffic, loss of revenue from fishing, loss of habitat and wetland due to
the establishment of the coal terminal, et cetera. (TRANS-PASC0O-Q2-00001)

Response to SC-38

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-39

My concern with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is that is doesn't adequately represent
all of the economic issues associated with the terminal. Specifically it doesn't list the jobs that will be
created in the medical sector of Longview. You know, I'm a medical assistant personally and I know
that COPD could be huge business for Longview. So I think building the terminal would create a lot
of need for a lot of medical infrastructure to take care of the longshoremen who are sick, and I think
those are definitely jobs. (TRANS-LV-Q1-00060)

Response to SC-39

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-40

We need to transition away from fossil fuels therefore a programmatic opportunity cost and analysis
for building infrastructure for this project as opposed to comparable investment in any clean energy
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project should be included in any sort of economic consideration in the final analysis. (TRANS-LV-
M2-00125)

Response to SC-40

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-41

First of all  would like to say that I appreciate the SEPA process. However, it seems that some
people don't understand that jobs are not part of the SEPA process. They are not a part of the
element of the environment that we are looking or an impact. They are also not a mitigation.
(TRANS-LV-M2-00056)

Response to SC-41

Refer to Response SC-1.

Comment SC-42

Of course, the economic harms to salmon fisheries, recreational boating, Native American treaty and
subsistence fishing rights all need due consideration. Such consideration has been neglected to this
point in the DEIS deliberations and will be hard indeed to come by if MBTL goes through. (3491)

Response to SC-42

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Sections 3.1, Land and Shoreline Use, and 3.5, Tribal Resources, and Draft EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Fish, included assessments of potential impacts on fish (including salmon),
recreational boating, and tribal resources. Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-43

The railroad passes close to or through low-income neighborhoods in Montana, and the effects
(noise, emissions/dust, crossings, etc.) on people living there are much greater than for the general
population - both to their health and their physical safety. This is an environmental and social
justice issue that should be considered. (3479)

Response to SC-43

Refer to Response to SC-25.

Comment SC-44

The EIS documents several studies which show that the rail lines from Spokane to Pasco and Pasco
to Vancouver are already at capacity and cannot actually accommodate the proposed rail car
increases needed by this project. The single commodity that is being “funneled” through Washington
State is a direct conflict to our regional economy’s use of the rail lines. This is a direct and
foreseeable impact from permitting of this facility and is un-mitigatable in any way that doesn’t
involved spending billions of taxpayer money in upgrading and improving rail transportation. The
economic cumulative effects to local state and federal government expenditures for the foreseeable
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needed infrastructure improvements need to be evaluated, and were inadequately evaluated in the
EIS. (3426)

Response to SC-44

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-45

The analysis of economic impacts is focused on the local project area and Cowlitz County, and this
does not fully capture the regional economic impacts of increased traffic congestion, over-capacity
rail lines, air and water pollution, and noise along rail lines and the Columbia River. Farmers are
already experiencing difficulties in getting commodities to market. Within communities along the
rail line, traffic congestion, pollution, and noise will deter economic development. Communities
downstream of the proposed coal terminal such as Seattle are also directly impacted by the
congestion created on the rail line elsewhere as it makes it more difficult and costly for goods to ship
in and out of Seattle. (3127)

Response to SC-45

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-46

The DEIS reported that "operation of the Proposed Action would generate property taxes, combined
state and local sales and use taxes, and B&O taxes." However, after communication with Washington
State Department of Revenue, it was reported that transport of coal for export is exempt from
Business and Occupation Tax (WAC 458-20-193C) as long as the delivery of the goods is made
directly into the export channel and no change in composition of the product is made. I was unable
to open the file of the SEPA Social and Community Resources Technical Report to obtain further
information on the B&O taxes the proponent would pay to the state, please explain why the reported
B&O taxes would be made and what the annual B&O taxes would total from the operation of this
project. (3005)

Response to SC-46

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-47

[t is unclear if the draft EIS adequately addresses E] requirements of both NEPA and SEPA. The E]
components of the final EIS should take into consideration both the as-yet-incomplete Health
Impacts Assessment planned for the MBT analysis, and extend all E] analyses for communities along
the rail line, at the project site, in likely shipping lanes, and those impacted by the climate impacts of
the project. (3353)
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Response to SC-47

The Draft EIS was prepared pursuant to SEPA. As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social
and Community Resources, the study area for the analysis of impacts on minority and low-income
communities included the project area, the area within approximately 1 mile of the project area, and
the area within 0.5 mile of the affected rail lines in Cowlitz County. Although SEPA does not require
an analysis of environmental justice, Section 3.2 included an assessment of potential
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations consistent
with guidance published by CEQ. A Health Impact Assessment (HIA) for the Proposed Action is being
prepared separately from the SEPA environmental review; refer to the Master Response for the
Health Impact Assessment for additional information.

A separate Draft EIS was prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under NEPA (33 CFR 230) to
support federal permit decisions related to the Proposed Action. The NEPA Draft EIS was published
on September 30, 2016.

Comment SC-48

The Applicant Lease Area has rail tracks in an area that is not part of the lease. Should there be a
problem or liability, this is a ‘finger pointing nightmare’ that needs to be resolved before
construction and not after operation.

“A small portion of the rail loop would be constructed on two parcels currently owned by Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA) (Figure 2-3). One parcel contains an access road and substation. To
maintain or provide for pedestrian and vehicular access to BPA facilities, the Applicant would
construct an access road between the Proposed Action access road and the BPA yard, and install a
gate to the BPA yard at a location to be determined by BPA. According to the Applicant, BPA will not
make a determination whether to sell or grant an easement to the Applicant until after the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) publishes the National Environmental Policy Act Final EIS for the coal
export terminal.” Reference to plot plan on page 2-12 of SEPA DEIS. (2572)

Response to SC-48

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, the Applicant
intends to purchase the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) parcels or obtain an easement from
BPA prior to construction. This would occur after the publication of the NEPA Final EIS, but prior to
operation.

Comment SC-49

Noise, diesel emissions and toxic coal dust from the increased rail traffic will negatively impact the
livability of Portland and surrounding communities. (0489)

Response to SC-49

Rail traffic-related noise, diesel emissions, and coal dust were analyzed in the Draft EIS. The analysis
of these impacts generally focused on the project area and rail routes in Cowlitz County and
Washington State. The analyses did not identify any significant adverse impacts related to rail
traffic-related noise, diesel emissions, or coal dust at communities along rail routes in Washington
State outside of Cowlitz County. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains
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the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS. Portland, Oregon is not included in the EIS
study area.

Comment SC-50

The geographic scope of analysis for many of the DEIS elements is too narrow to capture impacts to
impacted communities along rail and barge routes. For example, the analysis and mitigation of noise
and economic impacts is focused only on Kelso, Longview, and Cowlitz County despite the fact noise
and traffic impacts along rail and barge lines will impact communities in 5 states. The DEIS
acknowledged disproportionate impacts to Minority and Low-Income Populations within 1 mile of
the project area and 0.5 mile of the affected rail lines in Cowlitz County. Again this, underrepresents
the full scope of the impact. Impacts to not stop at the Cowlitz County line. (3127)

Response to SC-50

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.5, Noise and Vibration, included an assessment of noise from rail traffic
on routes through Washington State. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation,
included a discussion of potential increases in vehicle delay at selected railroad crossings outside of
Cowlitz County in Washington State. Refer to Response to SC-25 regarding the study area for the
analysis of impacts on minority and low-income communities.

Comment SC-51

What is the economic threat from the loss of Orca to the economy of San Juan County in Washington
State? What would be the loss of property values in San Juan County and what would be the loss of
tourism and real estate sales from depleted fish and wildlife populations such as Orca in the event of
a major oil spill in the Columbia River? (1941)

Response to SC-51

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS. San Juan County is not included in the EIS study areas.

Comment SC-52

Economic Impacts: In Sandpoint, expanded rail traffic will result in a negative impact on the
economy. Using DOT's guidelines, the City of Sandpoint has computed that the current wait time
impact on our local economy is about $350,000 per year. With no change in traffic or rail crossings
the city could reach well over $1 million in total loss in just four years, according to the City of
Sandpoint's analysis. Increased train traffic impacts the flow of goods and services. As delay and
isolation increases, business owners may decide it is no longer feasible to operate here.
Contemporary research indicates that significant increases in train traffic can reduce property
values of residential homes within 750 feet of the track by as much as 5 to 7 percent. With the
multiple fossil fuel projects now in the permitting process, homeowners could lose an average of
$8,000 in home value. As a community, this would represent about a $2 million loss of taxable value.
(3492)
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Response to SC-52

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-53

The geographic scope of analysis for many of the DEIS elements is too narrow to capture impacts to
impacted communities and resources along rail and barge routes. For example, the analysis and
mitigation of noise and economic impacts is focused only on Kelso, Longview, and Cowlitz County
despite the fact noise and traffic impacts along rail and barge lines will impact communities in five
states. Further, the DEIS acknowledged disproportionate impacts to Minority and Low-Income
Populations within 1 mile of the project area and 0.5 mile of the affected rail lines in Cowlitz County.
Again this, underrepresents the full scope of the impact, which extend to communities beyond the
borders of Cowlitz County.

Impacts to protected areas along rail and barge lines are a particular concern. The Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area is just one of many protected and sensitive areas that would be
negatively impacted by coal trains that would service this facility. Wetlands, wildlife refuges, state
parks, tribal fishing areas, critical fish, wildlife and plant habitat, recreation, and scenic resources
would be harmed by the impacts of this facility, its trains, and the expansion of rail lines needed to
accommodate the increase in rail traffic. (2449)

Response to SC-53

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, included a discussion of rail impacts in
Washington State. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.5, Noise and Vibration, included an assessment of
noise from rail traffic on main line routes through Washington State. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3,
Vehicle Transportation, included a discussion of potential increases in vehicle delay at selected
rail/road crossings outside of Cowlitz County in Washington State. Appendix F included information
on potential impacts in the rail and vessel corridors. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.1, Land and
Shoreline Use, included a discussion of potential impacts to parks and recreation; the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area is outside the study area for that analysis. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section
4.7, Fish, included a discussion of potential impacts to fish. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.3,
Wetlands, and 4.6, Vegetation, included a discussion of potential impacts to wetlands and plant
habitat. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, included a discussion of
potential impacts to aesthetics.

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-54

The analysis of economic impacts is focused on the local project area and Cowlitz County, and this
does not fully capture the regional economic impacts of increased traffic congestion, over-capacity
rail lines, air and water pollution, and noise along rail lines and the Columbia River. Farmers are
already experiencing difficulties in getting commodities to market. Within communities along the
rail line, traffic congestion, pollution, and noise will deter economic development. (2449)

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

3221 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 3. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Built Environment

Response to SC-54

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-55

In combination, the failure to appropriately scope E]-related issues, failure to involve the public
outside of the project site, and the startlingly narrow definition of the project plan mean that the
project’s primary EJ analysis, the Technical Report, is inadequate and must be improved in the final
EIS. It is inappropriate for the DEIS to acknowledge much broader levels of rail impacts on economic
considerations, while ignoring EJ impacts in precisely those same places. (3353)

Response to SC-55

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS. As described in Draft EIS Chapter 7, Public Involvement and Agency
Coordination, public and agency outreach efforts for the Proposed Action included areas beyond the
project area.

Comment SC-56

While the DEIS identifies and analyzes many of the potential adverse impacts that will likely stem
from the project, the statewide impact is not fully examined. The geographic scope of analysis for
many of the DEIS elements is too narrow to capture impacts to impacted communities and resources
along rail and barge routes. For example, the analysis and mitigation of noise and economic impacts
is focused only on Kelso, Longview, and Cowlitz County despite the fact noise and traffic impacts
along rail and barge lines will impact communities in five states. Further, the DEIS acknowledged
disproportionate impacts to Minority and Low-Income Populations within 1 mile of the project area
and 0.5 mile of the affected rail lines in Cowlitz County. Again this, underrepresents the full scope of
the impact, which extend to communities beyond the borders of Cowlitz County. (3253)

Response to SC-56

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, included a discussion of potential rail impacts
in Washington State. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.5, Noise and Vibration, included an assessment of
noise from rail traffic on routes through Washington State. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle
Transportation, included a discussion of potential increases in vehicle delay at selected rail/road
crossings outside of Cowlitz County in Washington State. Appendix F included information on
potential impacts in the rail and vessel corridors. As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2,
Social and Community Resources, the study area for the analysis of impacts on minority and low-
income communities included the project area, the area within approximately 1 mile of the project
area, and the area within 0.5 mile of the affected rail lines in Cowlitz County. The Master Response
for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-57

The DEIS is deficient in not estimating the loss of jobs and property values along a coal chute
through the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. How many talented people would decide that
they’d rather live somewhere with clean waterfronts, far from coal trains? How much would
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property values decline as a result of noise, coal dust, waiting for 16 more trains every day at at-
grade crossings, etc.? What would be the environmental and cultural impacts of a coal train derailing
and dumping coal into the Columbia? (3408)

Response to SC-57

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-58

The EJ components of the FEIS should take into consideration both the HIA planned for the MBT
analysis, and extend all E] analyses to communities along the rail line, at the project site, in vessel
corridors, and to those most impacted by the climate impacts of the project. (3327)

Response to SC-58

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, the study area for
the analysis of impacts on minority and low-income communities included the project area, the area
within approximately 1 mile of the project area, and the area within 0.5 mile of the affected rail lines
in Cowlitz County. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, Climate Change, assessed potential climate
change impacts on the Proposed Action. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8.2, Climate Change, has been
revised to consider how future changes in climate could modify the impacts of the Proposed Action
on resources within the study areas defined in the EIS among others. The Master Response for
Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the study areas analyzed in the EIS. The Master Response
for Health Impact Assessment explains the HIA process.

Comment SC-59

English is often not the first language in E] communities. In assessing impacts on communities along
the rail route and shipping lanes, Ecology should take into account the high concentrations of non-
native speakers of English in many communities, with special attention to indigenous peoples,
Spanish speakers, Russian and Ukrainian speakers, and members of Asian Pacific Islander
communities.

The Environmental Protection Agency provides guidance for engaging with these communities in
their home languages, per the Title VI prohibition against national origin discrimination. This
guidance suggests that the responsible agency provide “written translations of vital documents for
each eligible LEP language group that constitutes five percent or includes 1,000 members,
whichever is less, of the population of persons eligible to be served or likely to be affected or
encountered. Translation of other documents, if needed, can be provided orally; or (b) If there are
fewer than 50 persons in a language group that reaches the five percent trigger in (a), the recipient
does not translate vital written materials but provides written notice in the primary language of the
LEP language group of the right to receive competent oral interpretation of those written materials,
free of cost.”

Ecology should review these language population thresholds within each community along the
affected rail line and shipping lanes, and within any impacted areas proximate to the proposed
terminal, and conduct requisite in-language outreach in each of the communities that qualify. (3353)
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Response to SC-59

The co-lead agencies determined that public outreach efforts for the Proposed Action should be
conducted in English and Spanish based on census data for areas where there was potential for
impacts. As noted in Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, Spanish-
language handouts and Spanish translation services were available at each scoping meeting and
each public hearing on the Draft EIS. In addition, an informational flyer was mailed to households
near the project area in advance of the scoping meetings and the Draft EIS public hearings; the flyer
provided information in English and Spanish. The joint EIS website also included information in
Spanish.

Comment SC-60

The “Proposed Action” as written appears to plan for the magical appearance of unit trains of coal at
the BNSF main line at Longview Junction, Washington. Failing to account for impacts on E]
communities both uprail and downstream (in the shipping routes) of the project will dramatically
underestimate the known impacts of the project. The FEIS should perform actual analysis of each E]
community by municipality and aggregate impacts thereupon should the MBT project be built. A
limited subset of candidate communities are described in the attached maps showing probable rail
routes and the communities they intersect. These sample towns—Spokane, Yakima, Prosser, and
Wenatchee—include towns likely to see full coal trains en route to MBT, and empty trains returning
over Stampede Pass. The final EIS’s E] analysis should include all candidate towns on all possible
routes from the point of extraction to Longview. (3353)

Response to SC-60

Refer to Response to SC-25.

Comment SC-61

The cumulative impacts of emergency response should also be addressed. It is insufficient to analyze
the impact of rail traffic on levels of emergency services provided to environmental justice
communities without acknowledging the much lower baseline in E] communities; environmental
justice communities already typically suffer from impaired emergency response. In addition to level
of service impacts, the FEIS should analyze the total impact on an annual basis of degraded
emergency response on human health. Acute conditions such as stroke and heart attack, and asthma
attacks in children - which are higher among certain E] populations than the population as a whole -
demand rapid emergency response. To the extent that the proposals will degrade emergency
response, each affected community should be made aware of those impacts through translated,
accessible, culturally appropriate communication. The Emergency Response section of the E]
analysis must be extended to include every community hosting the BNSF mainline. (3353)

Response to SC-61

Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, discussed cumulative impacts on emergency service
response. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in
the EIS and explains the basis for this scope and focus. The Master Response for Geographic Study
Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.
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Comment SC-62

The U.S. EPA (EPA) uses an Environmental Justice screening tool (EJ]SCREEN) that combines
demographic variables identifying potential susceptible or vulnerable populations with separate
environmental indicators to derive separate E] Indices that reflect whether those populations are
facing excess environmental risk for an environmental indicator. The results for coal train routes
through Washington en route to MBT clearly show the likelihood of multiple municipalities where
disparate risk should be further evaluated as part of the final EIS. (3353)

Response to SC-62

The Draft EIS assessment of potential disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and
low-income populations was prepared using guidance published by CEQ. In accordance with the
SEPA Rules, the assessment focuses on the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and assesses
whether these impacts would disproportionately affect minority and low-income populations. The
Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas
analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-63

Health has to be talked about within the context of environmental justice or intersectionality. While
this issue was looked at, at the site of the proposal, it is clearly lacking in regards to the rail
communities that are connected to this proposal. It is a grave omission to not consider rail
communities and health in the DEIS. In fact, it is an action of environmental injustice to not consider
health impacts to communities outside of Longview and especially outside of the state of
Washington. The proposed facility does not exist in a vacuum, and the trains that may travel along
the rail routes will have very real and negative impacts on the hundreds of communities from the
Utah and PRB mines to Longview. (2515)

Response to SC-63

Refer to Response to SC-25.

Comment SC-64

While 40 commenters requested that the draft EIS address environmental justice impacts of MBT in
areas along the full rail line and impacted by vessel traffic from the project, the Public Involvement
Plan (PIP) failed to include environmental justice communities with unmitigable impacts away from
the project site. (3353)

Response to SC-64

As discussed in Final EIS Chapter 7, Public Involvement and Agency Coordination, public and agency
outreach efforts extended to communities away from the project area, including public hearings on
the Draft EIS in Longview, Spokane, and Pasco, Washington. Information was provided online and at
public hearings in Spanish and translation services were made available.
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Comment SC-65

The final EIS must provide a more robust analysis of full costs and risks of this proposal to
communities across the impacted region. (2449)

Response to SC-65

Refer to Response to SC-1.

Comment SC-66

ID  DEIS Section and/or Page Text
Number Correction/Revision Comment
A 3.2 Social and Community “Information This would add an additional level of
Resources Sources” should depth to the chapter.
Page 3.2-2 include a review of
the Vulnerable
Populations
Emergency Plan for
Cowlitz County.
B 3.2 Social and Community “An existing sewage Should be deleted. The project site will
Resources treatment system be connected to City sewer.
Page 3.2-14 provides sewer service
to the project area”
C 3.2 Social and Community Clarify whether the The previous paragraph mentions that
Resources $38,730 annual the assumed annual wage in the
Page 3.2-23, paragraph above salary for economic impact analysis was
“Generate Tax Revenue” transportation and $130,000, including benefits. To make a
material moving complete comparison between this
occupation in Cowlitz number and the lower annual salary for
County includes a line of work similar to work from the
benefits. Proposed Action in Cowlitz County, the
EIS should compare numbers that factor
in the same things.
D 3.2 Social and Community Revise discussion on  Avoiding significant traffic delays
Resources the impacts caused by caused by two or more Proposed-Action
Page 3.2-25, “Affect Accessibility ~ train delays during trains coming through during peak
to Community resources and peak traffic hours. traffic times relies on the assumption
Public Services” that improvements will be made by the
owners of the Reynolds Lead and BNSF
Spur, but mentions that no plans have
been submitted or permitted.
(3070)

Response to SC-66

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community
Resources, in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of the above table for
lettering used to identify each comment.
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e Comment A: The Vulnerable Populations Emergency Plan for Cowlitz County does not provide
new information that is relevant to the analysis.

e Comment B: The discussion of the existing sanitary sewer service to the project area in Final
EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, has been clarified.

e Comment C: The analysis of potential impacts to the local economy has been removed from
Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources.

e Comment D: The analysis of potential impacts on the accessibility of community resources and
public services concluded that Proposed Action-related trains would adversely affect
accessibility at select at-grade crossings if two Proposed Action-related trains travel during the
peak hour or infrastructure improvements are not made to the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur.
As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, Longview Switching
Company has proposed upgrades to the Reynolds Lead and part of the BNSF Spur as a separate
action should it be warranted by increased rail traffic resulting from existing and future
customers. Because improvements are not certain, the vehicle delay analysis in Draft EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, assessed the vehicle delay impact with and
without these improvements. For this reason, the referenced text in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section
3.2, Social and Community Resources, documents the potential impacts with and without
improvements to the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur.

Comment SC-67

The Social and Community Resources Analysis must include impacts outside of the small area of
Longview, WA! The Millennium Bulk Terminal makes it possible for coal to be shipped to Asian
markets. Due to its existence, an entire corridor of coal transport becomes a reality impacting
thousands of people, in communities all along its route. The environmental study needs to analyze
the impacts all along the route. (1922)

Response to SC-67

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-68

Increased coal train traffic from the PRB mines to the proposed MBTL would directly lead to
increased financial costs to Montana communities and taxpayers. For example, federal law requires
train engines to blow when approaching a crossing, whether that crossing has guard arms that come
down or not. (2504)

Response to SC-68

Refer to Response to SC-1. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the
rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.
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Comment SC-69

First, the analysis of the economic impact is focused almost exclusively on the area around Cowlitz
County. This ignores significant effects in communities in five states along the rail shipping route.

In Spokane, we can't afford to add extra trains to our downtown corridor. The DEIS estimates that
Spokane would see 16 additional trains per day. During peak agricultural season, Spokane hits its
capacity of 78 trains per day. As BNSF has told me in multiple meetings, coal and oil trains will
always take precedence over agricultural products. In 2013, it was reported that the Columbia River
(inaudible) no longer locally sources their materials due to rail congestion, and that is at current
levels. In 2014, coal trains went out of business due to rail congestion, and that is at current levels.
The DEIS does not review the increase of 16 trains per day and how that would affect Eastern
Washington's largest export, agriculture. (TRANS-SPOKANE-M1-00052)

Response to SC-69

Refer to Response to SC-1. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the
rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment SC-70

[ request that the final EIS for the proposed MBT project include a study of impacts to our San Juan
County economy based on the impacts to the SRKW based on the project's direct impacts to this key
salmon population. (1941)

Response to SC-70

Refer to Response to SC-1. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the
rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.
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3.3 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to aesthetics, light, and glare.

Comment ALG-1

[ am concerned about the lighting. (1431)

Response to ALG-1

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, included an assessment of the potential
light and glare impacts of the Proposed Action. The analysis evaluated potential light and glare
impacts from 11 key viewpoints near the project area. The analysis concluded the Proposed Action
would have no, or low, light and glare impacts from all of the viewpoints except the viewpoint from
Dibblee Beach, on the south side of the Columbia River (Viewpoint 10 in Section 3.3). The analysis
identified a potential moderate light and glare impact from this viewpoint. Proposed mitigation to
address this impact is discussed in Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.3.7, Proposed Mitigation Measures.
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3.4 Cultural Resources

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to cultural resources.

Comment CR-1

The 828-plus page Draft EIS found only one unavoidable and significant adverse impact that would
be directly caused by the Project--namely, demolition of the remains of the Reynolds Aluminum
Plant. Voluntary mitigation for this impact has already been identified with appropriate federal,
state, and local agencies, including the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation. The mitigation measures are expected to be documented before the Final EIS is
published. Completion of this process will reduce the impact of demolition below a level of
significance, and the Final EIS should reflect this change. (3070)

Response to CR-1

The Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement was not finalized at the time of the publication of the
Final SEPA EIS. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) is separate from
the SEPA review process. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is carrying out the Section 106
review concurrent to the NEPA review process.

Comment CR-2

We request follow up government-to-government consultation to clarify our concerns associated
with the Draft EIS and proposed action on cultural resources. It is pointed out however that the
Draft EIS speaks of developing a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with various entities and tribes.
To date, we have not been approached at all in regards to any MOA. The Cowlitz Tribe has no plans
to entertain or negotiate such an MOA in regards to the Proposed Action. (3227)

Response to CR-2

The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) referenced is part of the federal process and the NEPA EIS
lead agency (Corps) is responsible for plans to engage with the Cowlitz Indian Tribe in government-
to-government consultation as part of the Section 106 process. The MOA is currently being
negotiated and was not finalized at the time of publication of the Final EIS.

Comment CR-3

Six of the units of Lewis and Clark NHP are along the shoreline of the lower Columbia River Estuary
or nearby along the coast of the Pacific Ocean. As a result, the park could be impacted by the
estimated 1,680 vessel transits in the Columbia River per year; this would represent a 38% increase
from the projected 4,440 transits of other cargo vessels estimated for the year 2028 (page 5.4-39).
This increase in vessel traffic will lead to an increase in total incident frequency and an increase in
the risk of oil spills (page 5.4-43). To that end, we suggest the FEIS say "Increased vessel transport
could also affect the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and Lewis and Clark National Historical
Park..." [pages S-16 and 3.4-16]. If oil or cargo spills occur near the units of Lewis and Clark NHP,
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the park's natural and cultural resources could be affected. The extent of the adverse impact would
depend on tides, weather, and the emergency response. (2432)

Response to CR-3

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, evaluated potential impacts on the portions of
the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail within the cultural resources study area. Lewis and Clark
National Historical Park and the remaining portions of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail
are outside the cultural resources study area. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of
the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment CR-4

Section 3.4: Cultural Resources. A fundamental problem with the DEIS in terms of cultural resources
is that it fails to provide data sufficient to judge whether and to what degree there could be adverse
effects to archaeological resources and to traditional cultural properties. The DEIS's reliance on
reports not included in the Appendix is troubling, and a comparison of methodologies and
conclusions as described in the original (which is in fact on file at DAHP) and as characterized in the
DEIS shows that the latter includes significant errors and misinterpretations that result in the DEIS
under-estimating the potential for archaeological resources and for adverse effects to them.

Based on the AECOM archaeological report, it is clear that there is potential for archaeological
deposits as shallow as 1 foot beneath the modem ground surface, well within the reach of
conventional archaeological methods. Prior to any action, DNR recommends a much more thorough
archaeological investigation, because without that we do not know what is present, and therefore
cannot discuss potential adverse effects or mitigations. (2691)

Response to CR-4

The AECOM report referenced by the commenter states “it may be possible that discrete portions of
the Study Area contained relatively stable landforms that were suitable for habitation and have been
buried by fill events, but any potential locations or extent of such potential resources is unknown,
and archaeological resources are not likely to be identified using traditional (pedestrian survey and
shovel testing) techniques due to the extent of fill deposits underlain by deep alluvial deposits”
(AECOM 2015 ). The Draft EIS conclusions regarding the potential for archaeological deposits were
consistent with the conclusions of the report referenced by the commenter. As noted in the Draft EIS
Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, geotechnical investigations indicated the depths of fill in
the study area typically range from 5 to 10 feet below the existing surface. The impacts expected to
extend below this depth are the compaction/displacement impacts and installation of deep piles
associated with the coal stockpiling development area; neither activity would yield sediment for
observation. Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, has been revised to note that fill
depths are approximately 1 to 2 feet in the portions of the study area farthest from the Columbia
River.

As noted in the Draft EIS, the AECOM report contains confidential historic and archaeological
information, and access to this information is restricted by the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended, and the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended. In
compliance with federal law, the AECOM report is only available to agencies with jurisdiction and is
not available to be included in the EIS.
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Comment CR-5

Categories of cultural resources are inconsistent with National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
and its regulations in 36 CFR 800. For reasons not explained, "Traditional Cultural Property"
category has been split into "Culturally Significant Property" and "Tribal Resources," the latter being
addressed in a different section. (2691)

Response to CR-5

A Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) is a property that is eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) based on its associations with the cultural practices, traditions,
beliefs, lifeways, arts, crafts, or social institutions of a living community (U.S. Department of the
Interior 2012). As used in the Draft EIS, the term “Culturally Significant Property” refers to
ethnographic sites in general, regardless of whether they have been determined eligible for listing in
the NRHP. The Draft EIS used the term TCP to refer to Mount Coffin, which has been determined
eligible for listing in the NRHP.

As noted in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, cultural resources refers to
archaeological resources, historical resources, and culturally significant properties. Historic
properties and any properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to Native American
tribes were evaluated in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources. Tribal resources in the
context of this EIS, refers to the collective rights and resources associated with a tribe’s sovereignty
and/or formal treaty rights. Because of the different topics addressed under tribal resources and
cultural resources, these resources are evaluated in separate sections of the EIS.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) is separate from the SEPA review
process. The Corps is carrying out the Section 106 review concurrent to the NEPA review process.

Comment CR-6

The list of federal laws is limited to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), which is a
component of the NHPA, but not the entirety. The list omits other potentially relevant laws,
including (but not limited to): 36 CFR 800, Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Native
American Graves Protection and Relocation Act, American Indian Religious Freedom Act,
Abandoned Shipwreck Act, and various Executive Orders. (2691)

Response to CR-6

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, Table 3.4-1 has been updated to list the National
Historic Preservation Act, Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800) as an applicable regulation.
Table 3.4-1 has also been revised to note the updated location of the NHPA in the U.S. Code and to
include the Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act, and American Indian Religious Freedom Act. Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4.2,
Archaeological Resources, has been revised to note that recent below-water surveying does not
indicate the presence of shipwrecks or other cultural materials in the dredge prism. Therefore, the
Abandoned Shipwreck Act is not relevant.
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Comment CR-7

Since this is a federal undertaking subject to the NHPA, the "Study Area" should be formally defined
as an "Area of Potential Effect” (APE). The Study Area fails to include areas subject to potential effect
due to terminal construction, such as spoils disposal areas, fill sources (for example, borrow pits or
quarries), and haul routes. If there are in fact no such areas beyond the mapped polygon, this should
be stated clearly. (2691)

Response to CR-7

For the purposes of the SEPA EIS, the term “study area” is appropriate. The term “area of potential
effect” (APE) is a term used in the review process for compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). The Section 106 review process is separate from the SEPA
review process. The Corps is carrying out the Section 106 review concurrent to the NEPA review
process.

The study area evaluated in the Draft EIS is consistent with the study area defined by the Corps in
accordance with Section 106. The APE has been defined pursuant to the Corps’ Procedures for the
Protection of Historic Properties (33 CFR 325 Appendix C), and the process has involved state and
local agencies, potentially affected Native American tribes, and other interested parties as required
by federal regulation. If the Proposed Action changes so as to involve impacts beyond the study area,
the Corps would develop a revised study area under Section 106.

Comment CR-8

There is a series of 1942 aerial orthophotos that should be examined as well. The much-cited
AECOM report is not in the appendix, making it difficult to evaluate DEIS summaries and
characterizations. The AECOM report shows that geotech corings are unevenly distributed, and do
not cover many areas within the study area.

Geotech cores alone are not sufficient to evaluate archaeological potential, especially as the DEIS
does not make clear what level of archaeological expertise was brought to bear in their analysis. The
AECOM report mentions shovel probes that provide more useful archaeological data than geotech
cores, but these results are omitted from the DEIS. An "archaeological work plan” is mentioned, but
none of its elements are described. Later in the DEIS, it appears that there are no plans for further
archaeological investigation prior to construction. (2691)

Response to CR-8

The aerial orthophotos from 1942 referenced by the commenter were reviewed as part of the
analysis presented in the technical reports cited in the Draft EIS.

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, prior geotechnical studies and
approximately 100 previous geotechnical bore logs were reviewed to address the extent of fill in the
study area and the potential existence of buried archaeological remains. These data were used to
guide the placement of 28 additional deep test borings to evaluate the potential for archaeological
resources. The additional test borings were located at systematic intervals across the project area in
locations not affected by existing buildings, pilings, stormwater features, landfills, utilities,
underground storage tanks, and contaminants (AECOM 2015). Both the Draft EIS and the AECOM
report noted that field investigators were precluded from using traditional methods of subsurface
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archaeological investigation, such as exploratory shovel probing or trenching, due to existing
development and the depths of fill materials within the study area.

As noted in the Draft EIS, the archaeological work plan was part of a research design for the
identification and evaluation of cultural resources in the project area prepared in June 2015. The
Draft EIS summarized the results of the archaeological work. The Draft EIS stated that research and
field data for the analysis of the Proposed Action were collected, compiled, and analyzed by qualified
cultural resources professionals. The analysis was reviewed by the co-lead agencies, Corps, and
qualified staff from the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
(DAHP).

Comment CR-9

The cited model is insufficient to address effects in the water and in certain portions of the study
area due to absence of geotech coring data in those areas. The phrase "indicated potential for direct
impacts on cultural resources” is left unexplained, yet leaves wide latitude for concern. (2691)

Response to CR-9

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, has been revised to summarize the
archaeological potential of the below-water portions of the study area. The phrase referenced by the
commenter was used to indicate that the prior geotechnical studies did not rule out the potential for
impacts on cultural resources. As stated elsewhere in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural
Resources, there is limited potential to encounter undocumented archaeological sites in the project
area.

Comment CR-10

Throughout this section, there is a failure to relate the contexts to the project area. What do the
known prehistoric, ethnographic, and historic contexts mean in terms of archaeological expectations
in the project area? What kinds of artifacts and features might be expected, and from which time
periods? The prehistoric context lists several phases based on lithic artifacts, but fails to mention
that the Columbia River was one of if not the most heavily populated areas in prehistoric North
America. The full range of site types could be present, dating back to over 14,000 years ago. This
section skips some of the best information from the AECOM report. In particular, there is a gap
between 1850s settlement (no mention of the adjacent Donation Land Claim, for instance) and
industrialization in the 20th century. (2691)

Response to CR-10

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4.1, Setting, Historic Context, presented post-1850s industrialization
history of the study area and noted that intensive settlement by European Americans began
following passage of the Donation Land Act of 1850. A range of precontact and historic sites types
that could be present in the study area are described in Section 3.4.4, Existing Conditions.

Comment CR-11

It is difficult to understand how landfills and fill deposits were determined NRHP eligible. Text
mentions that USGS and GLO maps support the interpretation that the project area was formerly a
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wetland, but fails to show this with georeferenced overlay maps. The text should be revised to say
Holocene Epoch (not "epic").

Conclusions about the depositional environment as described in this DEIS are internally
contradictory. For example, the documents states there is no evidence of soil formation within the
70 feet of alluvium, but then states that soil characteristics indicate that it was a wetland. The FEIS
departs from data included in the AECOM report with regard to the potential for buried soil
horizons, which are settings in which archaeological materials are more likely, and where impacts
could be most adverse. The AECOM report mentions layers that appear to be buried stable surfaces
at 1-2 feet below current ground surface, but the DEIS omits these references, states there is no
evidence of soil development, and states that the shallowest expressions of native (non-fill)
sediment is 5-10 feet below current ground surface.

Both the AECOM report and the DEIS claim a diminished potential for cultural resources in the area
based on the conclusion that it was a wetland, but they fail to address two key questions: Was the
area a seasonal or year-round wetland? And is there evidence that the wetland was present
throughout the span of potential human presence in the area? Seasonality and antiquity of the
supposed wetland both have implications for archaeological expectations. There is mention that
some organic layers were dated radiometrically, but no mention of the results. (2691)

Response to CR-11

Both the Draft EIS and the AECOM report indicated that much of the study area was likely a stable,
low-lying wetland that would have been perennially or seasonally saturated prior to the relatively
recent filling and industrial development, and possibly had been in this condition for thousands of
years. The discussion of soil development in the study area does not contradict the indications that
the area was likely a wetland. Soils require time to form, and the absence of well-developed buried
soils indicates the study area was subject to ongoing depositional activities without periods of
relative stability during which soil development could occur. Therefore, the analysis determined the
study area was not conducive to long-term human occupation.

The AECOM report indicates that fill depths may be about 1 to 2 feet deep in the portions of the
study area farthest from the Columbia River. The report also indicates that native soils are difficult
to identify in the study area because of the long history of industrial use and because dredge spoils
may result in soil stratigraphy similar to naturally deposited sediments. The AECOM report
concluded that fill materials were found to extend across the study area to depths of 5 to 10 feet on
average. Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, has been revised to note that fill depth
is 5 to 10 feet on average and that fill depths are approximately 1 to 2 feet in the portions of the
study area farthest from the Columbia River.

References to the “Holocene Epic” have been revised to “Holocene Epoch” in Final EIS Chapter 3,
Section 3.4, Cultural Resources.

Comment CR-12
There is no such category as "culturally significant properties” in a Section 106 evaluation. (2691)

Response to CR-12

Refer to Response to CR-5.
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Comment CR-13

Rail and vessel corridors include a long stretch of the Columbia River and its shorelines. This was a
major prehistoric population center, and nearly the full range of site types could be present. This
section does not communicate this information and should be addressed in the analysis. (2691)

Response to CR-13

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4.5, Rail and Vessel Corridors in Washington State, listed the types of
precontact sites and historic sites that could be present along these corridors. The text noted that
the Columbia River basin was important for habitation and as a travel corridor.

Comment CR-14

Besides the potential that the area was not a wetland throughout the Holocene or during all seasons,
the DEIS fails to recognize that wetlands and river bedlands have potential for several types of
archaeological sites, including fish weirs and traps, marsh gardens, and accumulations of sinker
stones. The DEIS says that none of the activities with potential for impact would "yield sediment for
observation,” yet states that an Unanticipated Discovery Plan (UDP) would be implemented, and in a
later section says that archaeological monitoring would be done. The DEIS says that there cannot be
indirect construction impacts, since construction will be limited to the project area. As mentioned
previously, it is likely that the real APE will include additional areas due to fill introduction, spoils
dumping, and haul routes, at a minimum. The DEIS implies that an UDP will resolve any direct
impacts from operations, but is unclear how. (2691)

Response to CR-14

As stated in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, construction of the Proposed Action
would involve surface grading, compaction to a depth of approximately 25 feet, and pile-driving to a
depth of approximately 70 feet. Based on the results of the geotechnical investigations conducted in
and near the project area, archaeological resources could exist in native soil below the existing fill,
which typically ranges from 5 to 10 feet below the existing surface in the study area, except in the
portions of the study area farthest from the Columbia River, where fill depths may be 1 to 2 feet. An
Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP, also known as an Unanticipated Discovery Plan) would address
any discovery of previously unidentified archaeological resources during construction, including
archaeological resources such as those mentioned by the commenter. The Applicant would submit
the IDP to DAHP and receive approval before construction.

An IDP outlines procedures to be followed if previously unknown archaeological or historical
resources are discovered during project activities. In particular, an IDP would require work to
immediately stop in the vicinity of a discovery and notify the Corps and Cowlitz County. As noted in
the Final EIS, the Applicant would have a qualified professional archaeologist monitor ground-
disturbing activities to protect archaeological resources that may occur in subsurface deposits.

Refer to Response to CR-7.
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Comment CR-15

The discussion of operational direct impacts fails to address underwater effects such as dredging,
wakes, moorage or anchoring, and prop wash. The discussion of operational indirect impacts fails to
address sea level rise as all this coal is burned. On a more immediate level, the effects of coal dust as
carbon introduced into archaeological sites would be to complicate and perhaps preclude
radiometric dating. The operational indirect impacts were "assessed qualitatively,” but there is no
explanation of what that means, or which qualities were used. As noted in the comments regarding
Section 3.4.4.5 above, the Rail Corridor impacts section fails to address the potential effects of coal
dust (see radiometric dating comment above) or of derailments on the pervasive nature of
archeological significant sites along the proposed rail routes. The Vessel Corridor section fails to
address underwater effects such as dredging, wakes, moorage or anchoring, and prop wash. It also
contains the unexplained and unsubstantiated claim that there will be no wake-caused erosion
"because individual site conditions would inhibit, reduce, and or minimize vessel wake energy."
What are these conditions, and how do they inhibit, reduce or minimize? (2691)

Response to CR-15

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, has been revised to summarize the
archaeological potential of the below-water portions of the study area. As discussed, the below-
water portions of the study area appear to have been subjected to substantial historic and modern
disturbance due to erosion, and prior dredging activities have likely removed any archaeological
materials. There would be no direct impacts on in-water archaeological materials in the study area
during operations of the Proposed Action.

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, sea-
level rise is expected to occur with or without the Proposed Action. An analysis of potential sea-
level-rise impacts on cultural resources is outside the scope of the EIS.

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5.1, Proposed Action, Operations—Indirect Impacts, explained that
indirect impacts on cultural resources along the rail and vessel corridors were assessed qualitatively
based on an expectation of the types of resources likely to be present and an assessment of how they
could be affected by routine operations. Impacts were determined by evaluating if operations would
alter any characteristic of a cultural resource (archaeological, historical, or culturally significant)
that qualifies the resource for inclusion in the NRHP or Washington Heritage Register, or affect a
recorded archaeological site. The analysis noted that archaeological and historic resources could be
affected by dirt and dust from passing trains, but that these resources are already subjected to
existing rail traffic along existing rail lines. Individual site conditions that would inhibit, reduce, or
minimize shoreline erosion include soils composition and susceptibility to erosion and distance to
the navigation channel.

Comment CR-16

The main mitigation measure is to have an archaeological monitor for excavations deeper than 10
feet below modem ground surface. However, the AECOM report cites native sediment and possible
stable soil horizons at 1-2 feet below surface, and even the DEIS states that native sediments begin
at 5-10 feet. Monitoring itself is insufficient, since inadequate subsurface archaeological survey has
occurred. (2691)
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Response to CR-16

As noted in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, an Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP,
also known as an Unanticipated Discovery Plan) would address any discovery of previously
unidentified archaeological resources during construction. Refer to Response to CR-8 regarding
geotechnical studies and bore logs.

Comment CR-17

The designated Lewis and Clark Trail routes—State Route 14, the Columbia River, and Interstate
84—all travel parallel and adjacent to the likely transportation route for the proposed coal export
facility. A significant increase in rail traffic and new rail sidings has the potential to cause significant
adverse impacts to these resources. The EIS should be revised to provide adequate disclosure of
impacts to these cultural and historic resources. Notably, Native American cultural resource sites
are already suffering from adverse impacts from air pollution. Increase nitrogen emissions and
impacts from a coal spill could permanently destroy irreplaceable Native American sites. These
impacts must be addressed in the final EIS. (2508)

Response to CR-17

Potential impacts on the portion of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail within the study area
were evaluated in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources. The analysis concluded that
the portion of the trail within the study area does not retain historic integrity and features present
during the Lewis and Clark Expedition and have been significantly modified by existing industrial
development. The portions of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail referenced by the
commenter are outside the cultural resources study area. The Master Response for Geographic
Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Outside the study area, Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, qualitatively assessed
potential impacts along rail and vessel transportation corridors for the Proposed Action. The
analysis considered potential impacts related to dirt and dust from passing trains and visual and
audible intrusions, and concluded impacts on archaeological resources as a result of routine rail
transport under the Proposed Action would not be considered significant.

Comment CR-18

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should evaluate the impacts of increased rail
traffic due to MBTL, which could have direct and indirect effects on the historic properties of Fort
Vancouver NHS. The FEIS should evaluate the increased frequency of visual and audible impacts
from rail traffic on visitor experience at Fort Vancouver NHS. We are concerned that the increased
rail traffic due to MBTL could diminish the ability of visitors (including American Indians and Native
Hawaiians) to make connections to the historic properties of the district, including in particular,
aspects of feeling and setting. Views from inside and adjacent to the Fort, Village, and Waterfront
Complex may be disrupted, affecting the ability of the visitor to orient to the historical context of the
site. Some of these sites may have a special significance to American Indian tribes. (2432)
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Response to CR-18

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, noted historic resources along the rail
transportation corridor could be affected by increased rail traffic related to the Proposed Action.
Potential impacts could include visual and audible intrusions, increased usage of rail facilities, and
obstructed access. However, these resources are already subject to existing rail traffic along existing
rail lines.

Comment CR-19

The DEIS acknowledges that air pollution can harm structures. “Coal dust can also cause nuisance
impacts, such as affecting the look or cleanliness of something when it is deposited on surfaces.” Yet,
the DEIS fails to analyze this important aspect of the problem.

In addition to considering impacts to historic properties and tribal resources within the footprint of
the export terminal, the EIS and National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) analysis must consider
impacts from air pollution. The impacts can come in a variety of ways. Fugitive coal particulate
matter from the mining, transportation, loading and unloading of the coal can cause the soiling and
darkening of historic properties. In addition, acid deposition from diesel engine emissions and
blasting may damage historic properties and tribal resources like fish.

Several studies could inform this analysis. One of the first studies to look comprehensively at the
synergistic effects of various air pollutants on culturally-significant structures, the MULIT-ASSESS
study, which developed multi-pollutant deterioration and soiling models of wet and dry deposition
of gases and particulates on materials. More recently, the CULTSTRAT study researched threshold
levels of pollution for different materials used in historic structures. The book The Effects of Air
Pollution on Cultural Heritage may also serve as a useful resource in this evaluation. We raised this
in our scoping comments. We do not know why this important aspect of the problem continues to be
ignored. (3277)

Response to CR-19

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Sections 5.6, Air Quality, and 5.7, Coal Dust, evaluated the potential impacts of
the Proposed Action related to air pollutant emissions and coal dust. The air quality analysis
concluded the Proposed Action would not result in exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards. The Proposed Action would also include measures to control coal dust emissions. The
coal dust analysis concluded the estimated maximum coal dust deposition beyond the project area
from export terminal operations would not exceed the benchmark used for the analysis. Therefore,
operation of the proposed export terminal would not be expected to affect cultural resources in the
cultural resources study area. Coal dust generated during mining and from Proposed Action-related
trains is outside the cultural resources study area. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas
of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment CR-20

The Columbia River Gorge has been inhabited since time immemorial by Native Americans. Carbon
dating has documented human settlements dating back over 10,000 years. This continuous human
presence has left countless cultural resource sites throughout the Gorge. Native American
governments’ treaties with the Unites States retained rights protecting cultural resources and
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hunting, fishing, and gathering sites. The EIS must disclose whether all required intergovernmental
consultation with affected tribes has been completed in order to ensure that Native American
cultural resources are protected. (2508)

Response to CR-20

Final EIS, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3.3, Agency and Tribal Consultation, describes the status of
consultation activities as of publication of the Final EIS.

Comment CR-21

One major cultural resource that is not being addressed in the EIS is the petroglyphs along the
Columbia River Basin. (TRANS-SPOKANE-M2-00016)

Response to CR-21

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, addressed potential impacts on cultural
resources that could occur as a result of construction and operation of the Proposed Action. The
study area evaluated in the Draft EIS was consistent with the study area defined by the Corps in
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). The
petroglyphs at Columbia Hills State Park, Washington, are outside the cultural resources study area.
The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment CR-22

DEIS Section and/or Page

ID Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
A Summary The sentence beginning “No Sentence not accurate as
Page S-15, Cultural Resources, archaeological resources....” should  written
third paragraph be modified to read “No precontact
archaeological resources....”
B Summary Language should be updated to Section 106 MOA is
Page S-41 Cultural Resources reflect agreed to language in intended to mitigate for
Section 106 MOA the loss of the Historic
District
C  Summary Language should be made Section 106 MOA will be
Page S-46, Section 3.4, Cultural consistent with language stated in the controlling measure
Resources, MM CR-1 Section 106 MOA Stipulation:

“Archaeological Monitoring. MBT-
Longview does not anticipate
excavating into potentially intact
sediments, but if they do, the work
will be conducted under a
monitoring plan/inadvertent
discovery plan (IDP) reviewed by the
Consulting Parties and approved by
the Corps and DAHP prior to ground-
disturbing work in the Project area.
Prior to approval of the plan, MBT-
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DEIS Section and/or Page
ID Number

Text Correction/Revision Comment

D  Summary
Page S-46, Section 3.4 Cultural
Resources

E 3.4 Cultural Resources
Cultural Resources

F 3.4 Cultural Resources

Page 3.4-8, Ethnographic Context,
third paragraph, last sentence

G 3.4 Cultural Resources
Page 3.4-19, 3.4.7.1 Applicant
Mitigation, MMCR-1

H 3.4 Cultural Resources
Page 3.4-19, MMCR-1

Longview can coordinate with DAHP
and the Corps to determine if
proposed ground-disturbing work
would require monitoring/IDP on a
case-by-case basis (e.g., demolition of
a building on 10+ feet of verified fill
would not likely require
archaeological monitoring).”

Additional stipulations from agreed
upon Section 106 MOA should be
added

Text should be updated
to reflect status as of time
of FEIS

Section 106 MOA is
intended to mitigate for
the loss of the Historic
District

General Comment - Language
should be updated to reflect agreed
to language in Section 106 MOA

It is requested that the word Remnants could exist
“entirely” be deleted so sentence

would read: “...quarrying of Mount

Coffin’s volcanic rock gradually

reduced the landform in size until it
was entirely removed.”

Language should be made
consistent with language stated in
Section 106 MOA Stipulation:

“Archaeological Monitoring. MBT-
Longview does not anticipate
excavating into potentially intact
sediments, but if they do, the work
will be conducted under a
monitoring plan/inadvertent
discovery plan (IDP) reviewed by the
Consulting Parties and approved by
the Corps and DAHP prior to ground-
disturbing work in the Project area.
Prior to approval of the plan, MBT-
Longview can coordinate with DAHP
and the Corps to determine if
proposed ground-disturbing work
would require monitoring/IDP on a
case-by-case basis (e.g., demolition of
a building on 10+ feet of verified fill
would not likely require
archaeological monitoring).”

Section 106 MOA will be
the controlling measure

Update language on Unavoidable
and Significant Adverse
Environmental Impact to reflect
completion of Section 106 MOA and
the mitigation agreed to for the loss
of the Historic District; reducing
impacts to less than significant

Text should be updated
to reflect status as of time
of FEIS
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DEIS Section and/or Page

ID Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
I 3.4 Cultural Resources Additional stipulations from agreed  Text should be updated
Page 3.4-19, 3.4.7.1 Applicant upon Section 106 MOA should be to reflect status as of time
Mitigation added of FEIS
] 3.4 Cultural Resources Language should be updated to Section 106 MOA is
Page 3.4-16, Section 3.4.8 reflect agreed to language in intended to mitigate for
Section 106 MOA (same comment the loss of the Historic
as on page S-41 above) District
(3070)

Response to CR-22

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, and the
Summary in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of the above table for
lettering used to identify each comment.

e Comment A: The sentence referenced in Final EIS Summary Section S.6.2.1, Built Environment,
Cultural Resources, has been updated to state “No precontact archaeological resources...”

e CommentB,(C,D,E,G,H,I and ]: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section
106) is separate from the SEPA review process. The Corps is carrying out the Section 106 review
concurrent to the NEPA review process. The referenced Section 106 Memorandum of
Agreement is currently being negotiated and was not finalized at the time of publication of the
Final EIS.

e CommentF: The word “entirely” has been removed from the sentence regarding the quarrying
of Mount Coffin in Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4.1, Setting, Ethnographic Context.
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3.5 Tribal Resources

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to tribal resources.

Comment TR-1

[ am opposed to the MBT because as a person who lives on the Umatilla reservation [ am concerned
about its effects and on the impacts to tribal Treaty Rights, traditional use areas and the near and
long-term health and sustainability of tribal First Foods. The EIS should also address how the federal
government would be fulfilling it Trust Responsibility to the CTUIR and other Indian Tribes if a
federal agency was to ultimately authorize this Project. (0080)

Response to TR-1

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, evaluated potential impacts on tribal resources,
including tribal fishing and gathering practices and treaty rights; and Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections
4.5, Water Quality, and 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential impacts on habitat, behavior, or survival of fish,
including salmon, steelhead, and lamprey. The potential impacts evaluated in these sections
included those from construction and operation of the Proposed Action and rail and vessel transport
related to the Proposed Action.

Potential impacts on tribal treaty rights and trust responsibilities resulting from federal permits for
the Proposed Action were evaluated in the NEPA Draft EIS prepared by the Corps. The NEPA Draft
EIS was published on September 30, 2016.

Comment TR-2

The Project will potentially negatively impact these sites and the fish that migrate past them. The
additional trains may also adversely affect the ability of tribal members to access treaty reserved
fishing sites along the Columbia River and other tributaries due to the increased danger at crossings.
The EIS should assess these potential impacts. (0125)

Response to TR-2

Refer to Response to TR-1 regarding the evaluation of potential impacts on tribal resources and fish
in the Draft EIS. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, included an evaluation of the
potential for Proposed Action-related trains to disrupt of access to Columbia River tribal fishing
areas. The analysis concluded Proposed Action-related trains would travel through areas adjacent to
and within the usual and accustomed fishing areas and could restrict access to tribal fishing areas in
the Columbia River.

Comment TR-3

Please consider the historic Bolt decision and our promise of salmon for the tribes from usual and
accustomed fishing places. (0176)
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Response to TR-3

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, evaluated potential impacts on tribal resources
such as salmon that could occur as a result of construction and operation of the Proposed Action.
The laws, regulations, court cases (including the Boldt decision), and treaties relevant to tribal
resources and are presented in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, Table 3.5-1.

Comment TR-4

Your document states accurately: “Tribal Resources Activities related to the Proposed Action would
cause physical or behavioral responses in fish or affect aquatic habitat in the Columbia River. These
impacts could reduce the number of fish surviving to adulthood and returning to areas upstream of
Bonneville Dam, thereby affecting the number of fish available for harvest by the tribes. But because
of other on-going impacts to the resource you conclude that quantifying impacts is difficult and
“Making a determination of significance related to treaty reserved rights related to traditional
fishing sites on the Columbia River is not determined in this SEPA Draft EIS.” Yet this is a key
question that needs to be answered. RE: Fish resource: When you have an at-risk resource
guaranteed by treaty and also in public ownership, how many cumulative cuts or reductions to that
resource leads to extinction of those resources? (0364)

Response to TR-4

As noted in Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, the EIS does not make a determination
of significance for treaty reserved rights related to traditional fishing sites on the Columbia River. As
noted in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, the Corps is conducting an analysis
related to potential impacts of the Proposed Action on tribal resources, including treaty rights and
trust responsibilities, pursuant to NEPA, and is also consulting with potentially affected tribes as
described in the NEPA Draft EIS published on September 30, 2016.

The Final EIS has been revised to more clearly identify how permit requirements and the proposed
mitigation measures identified in Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, would minimize but not
eliminate impacts on fish. Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, presents the analysis of the
incremental addition of impacts from the Proposed Action to impacts from past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Comment TR-5

Millennium Bulk Terminals-Longview evaluates a project that would clearly have significant
environmental impacts and would almost certainly violate treaty-guaranteed fishing rights of tribal
members. | live approximately 15 miles from Cherry Point, the site of a proposed coal terminal that
would export up to 48 million tons per year. The Corps of Engineers concluded last month that the
proposed project would interfere with the rights of Lummi tribal members to fish in their traditional
grounds, denying a federal permit for the project. The Millennium Bulk Terminals DEIS does not
adequately assess the impact of the project on tribal fisheries and treaty rights. (2537)
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Response to TR-5

Refer to Response to TR-1 regarding the evaluation of potential impacts on tribal resources and fish
in the Draft EIS. Refer to Response to TR-4 regarding the determination of significance of impacts on
treaty rights.

Comment TR-6

By discussing unsubstantiated Zone 6 harvest impacts that “could” occur, the Draft EIS
inappropriately engages in speculation concerning impacts to tribal fishery resources. For example,
and as documented in the attached Grette Associates report, minor changes in fish behavior for any
fish present during construction, such as avoiding the immediate vicinity of locations where pile
driving is temporarily causing high noise levels, should not result in fish mortality. This is especially
true in an extremely large river like the Columbia. In the absence of information demonstrating
likely fish mortality from planned construction activities, the Draft EIS should not speculate
concerning the possibility that construction related activities will directly or indirectly result in a
decreased number of returning adults and fewer fish available for Zone 6 harvest. Further, Section
3.5.8, which identifies “unavoidable and significant adverse environmental impacts,” should not
discuss impacts that have not been shown to be likely to occur, and the Final EIS text should reflect
this difference.

The Draft EIS should acknowledge that other permitting programs take into account potential
impacts to fish and impose conditions that limit those impacts. In this case, many of the fish
harvested by tribes in Zone 6 are protected under the ESA, and the Corps of Engineers must undergo
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NMFS before issuing a permit for in-water
work. Permit conditions to ensure that “harm” to those fish is avoided will be added to permits
based on this ESA consultation. (3070)

Response to TR-6

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, discussed design features, best management practices, and
potential mitigation measures that could be implemented during construction and operation of the
Proposed Action to reduce impacts on fish. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5.5.1, Proposed Action,
concluded that activities related to the Proposed Action would cause physical or behavioral
responses in fish and affect aquatic habitat in the Columbia River during construction and operation.
These responses could reduce the number of fish surviving to adulthood and returning to Zone 6,
and could affect the number of fish available for harvest by the tribes in the Columbia River. The EIS
does not make a determination of significance for treaty reserved rights related to traditional fishing
sites on the Columbia River.

The Final EIS has been revised to state adherence to permit requirements and the mitigation
measures identified in Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, would minimize but not eliminate
impacts on fish.

The Corps, as the federal lead agency, is conducting a review of the Proposed Action pursuant to
NEPA and Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). Additional measures may be
identified under one or both of these processes that could further reduce potential impacts on fish
and fish habitat.
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Comment TR-7

The Draft EIS improperly attributes to the Project impacts on access to tribal harvest locations along
the Columbia River upstream of Bonneville Dam. The Draft EIS concludes that these impacts result
from rail operations on the mainline which cause tribal fishers to have to wait to access 20 managed
fishing sites on the Washington side of the river (managed by CRITFC5), and at an unknown number
of unmapped, unimproved access locations. But these impacts result from the No Action Alternative-
not the Project. Again, the rail system operating at capacity is, part of the No-Action Alternative. The
State Rail Plan forecasts that the rail system will reach capacity without the Project. Thus, impacts
on access to traditional fishing sites from the No Action Alternative will be no different from impacts
resulting from the Project. (3070)

Response to TR-7

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3.1, Information Sources, the types and number of
baseline train traffic beyond on main line routes were developed from the Washington State Rail
Plan. Increased rail traffic from Proposed Action-related trains (8 trains per day through the
Columbia River Gorge) would be in addition to baseline rail traffic, and potential impacts on access
to traditional fishing sites would be different from conditions under the No-Action Alternative
evaluated in the Draft EIS. Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, has been revised to note
Proposed Action-related trains would result in an increase in delay at grade crossings compared to
the No-Action Alternative evaluated in the Draft EIS. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5.5.2, No-Action
Alternative, acknowledged that access to tribal fishing areas could be affected by the increase in rail
traffic under the No-Action Alternative if trains travel through the Columbia River Gorge.

Comment TR-8

The Draft EIS included a series of “to be considered” mitigation measures that are programmatic
rather than site specific in nature. Many are beyond the authority of the applicant to implement,
including, for example, the suggestion that the U.S. Corps of Engineers “could continue consultations
with treaty tribes to identify potential impacts and resolve conflicts related to the Proposed Action.”
This suggestion amounts to nothing more than additional governmental process on top of the
anticipated total five-year SEPA and NEPA process that does not directly mitigate any established
impacts and could neither be required through a Shorelines permit nor voluntarily implemented by
MBT-Longview. Similarly, coordinating with CRITFC to identify and address access issues is a
process suggestion, rather than a mitigation measure. These programmatic measures should be
removed from the list of mitigation measures. (3070)

Response to TR-8

As stated in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.0, Introduction, the mitigation measures identified as
“Other Measures to be Considered” are measures to be considered by other agencies, groups, or
companies; they are beyond the Applicant’s control or authority and would not be enforceable
through a permit specific to the Applicant’s proposal. Inclusion of these measures in the EIS is
intended to help decision-makers and planners establish priorities for actions within their authority
and jurisdiction to implement. For more information about the development and types of mitigation
measures presented in the EIS, refer to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework.
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Comment TR-9

Section 4.7 of the DEIS did not identify any construction or operational aspect of the Proposed
Action that would yield significant unavoidable adverse impacts on fish. However, DEIS Section 3.5
references the analysis in Section 4.7 to state that some construction- and operations related direct
and indirect effects could reduce the number of fish surviving to adulthood and returning to areas
upstream of Bonneville Dam, thereby affecting the number of fish available for harvest by tribal
fishers. Section 3.5.8 of the DEIS draws the same conclusions, implying unavoidable and significant
impacts to tribal fisheries in Zone 6. This is not supported by the analysis in Section 4.7.

The analysis in DEIS Section 4.7 speculated that impacts could occur to fish. The supplemental
analysis presented above identified only two impact mechanisms with a likelihood of causing injury
or mortality to juvenile salmonids: impact pile driving (construction) and wake stranding
(operations). Neither of these mechanisms is likely to cause mortality to adult fish.

Impact pile driving has the potential to injure or affect the behavior of only a very small number of
juvenile fish due to in-water work timing restrictions the protective nature of the timing
restrictions, and the low risk posed by pile driving. Based on the minor impacts, pile driving would
not affect the adult population, and would not affect fish resources available to tribal fishers in
Zone 6.

Further, wake stranding does not present a pathway by which tribal fisheries in Zone 6 could be
affected by the project. This is based on beach seining and DNA data which shows that the ESU of
salmon present in the shallow water margins and thereby vulnerable to wake stranding (Lower
Columbia River Chinook) do not originate above Bonneville Dam and are not part of the tribal
fishery.

Based on the conclusions presented in Section 4.7 of the DEIS and analysis presented above, the
Proposed Action would not adversely impact tribal fisheries in Zone 6. (3070)

Response to TR-9

Refer to Response to TR-6 regarding the rationale for considering impacts in Zone 6 and
determination of impacts on fish survival.

Comment TR-10

Overall, the State DEIS finds that the Proposed-Action would lead to a 17% increase in train traffic
along the BNSF main line adjacent to the Columbia River, and, 38% increase in Columbia River
vessel traffic. We suggest that the Final EIS consider how those additional trains and vessels could
affect tribal fishers’ ability to access fishing locations, and how terminal construction and vessel
traffic related to the Proposed Action could indirectly affect tribal resources through physical or
behavioral responses of fish, or by affecting habitat. To address tribal resource impacts, we strongly
encourage the Co-Lead agencies to continue to actively engage and consult with affected tribes.
(3306)
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Response to TR-10

Refer to Response to TR-1 regarding the evaluation of potential impacts on tribal resources and fish
in the Draft EIS. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, included an evaluation of the
potential for Proposed Action-related trains to disrupt of access to Columbia River tribal fishing
areas.

Comment TR-11

On the Washington side of the Columbia River there are nine In-lieu and Treaty Fishing Access sites
with at grade crossings, four more sites adjacent to the railroad tracks, and all other sites within the
vicinity of the railroad. On the Oregon side of the Columbia River, there are 10 more in lieu and
treaty fishing access sites. These sites provide vital access to the river for treaty fishers, they are key
sites for commercial buyers and several of the sites are occupied year round by tribal members and
their families. The ability to cross the railroad to get on these sites or access the River is already
encumbered by rail transportation through the corridor. Adding more trains could further reduce
access to the sites affecting tribal members’ commercial enterprises. (3287)

Response to TR-11

Draft EIS, Chapter 3 Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, evaluated potential impacts on tribal resources
that could occur as a result of construction and operation of the Proposed Action, including indirect
impacts on access to Columbia River tribal fishing areas from Proposed Action-related trains. The
analysis concluded Proposed Action-related trains would travel through areas adjacent to and
within the usual and accustomed fishing areas and could restrict access to tribal fishing areas in the
Columbia River.

Comment TR-12

The DEIS acknowledges impacts to fish populations and to Tribal fishing access across rail lines, but
fails to fully analyze or propose mitigation to avoid significant adverse impacts. The DEIS notes that
to mitigate impacts on access to tribal treaty fishing areas, the Applicant may initiate a process with
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission officials to discuss and identify mitigation measures
prior to beginning operations. This does not provide certainty that impacts to fishing access will be
avoided or mitigated. (3253)

Response to TR-12

Potential mitigation measures that would reduce impacts on fish from construction and operation of
the Proposed Action were described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, and 4.7, Fish.
Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, identified measures that could be considered by
other agencies, groups, or companies to mitigate impacts on access to tribal fishing areas. The Final
EIS identifies proposed mitigation measures. Mitigation measures implemented for the Proposed
Action would also reduce potential cumulative impacts on tribal resources. These measures were
developed within the limits of the SEPA regulatory framework described in the Master Response for
Mitigation Framework. The proposed mitigation measures may reduce impacts, but as stated in
Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5.8, Unavoidable and Significant Adverse Environmental Impacts,
construction and operation of the Proposed Action could result in indirect impacts on tribal
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resources through Proposed Action-related activities causing physical or behavioral responses and
by affecting aquatic habitat.

Comment TR-13

Potential impacts to tribal resources are identified in the DEIS as:
e Delays or other effects on tribal access to Columbia River fishing sites;
e Vessel traffic impacts to fish habitat; and

e Coal dust from rail and terminal operations.

The CTUIR DNR believes there are many additional potential impacts. The DEIS found that
mitigation “may” reduce impacts to tribal resources “but would not eliminate them.” There is a legal
obligation to maintain certain habitat conditions necessary for the survival and health of viable
Northwest salmon populations that are the subject of more than 160-year-old treaties with multiple
Indian tribes. This legal obligation applies to not just the federal government, but to the individual
states as well. Thus it would appear that approval of the Millennium Bulk Coal Terminal, impacting
tribal resources—and, consequently, tribal rights—that no mitigation can eliminate, would be
questionable and highly problematic, at the very least. (3302)

Response to TR-13

Refer to Response to TR-12 regarding mitigation related to potential impacts on tribal resources.
Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how the Final EIS
will be used along with other information from Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for
decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Comment TR-14

The DEIS acknowledges impacts to fish populations and to Tribal fishing access across rail lines, but
fails to fully analyze or propose mitigation to avoid significant adverse impacts. The DEIS notes that
to mitigate impacts on access to tribal treaty fishing areas, the Applicant may initiate a process with
Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission officials to discuss and identify mitigation measures
prior to beginning operations. This does not provide certainty that impacts to fishing access will be
avoided or mitigated. (2449)

Response to TR-14

Refer to Response to TR-12.

Comment TR-15

The combined and cumulative harm that could come to fisheries from both oil and coal transport
along Northwest waterways such as the Columbia River must be more fully considered. The DEIS
understates the negative impacts of MBT to food and culture to tribes. “Operation of the Proposed
Action would result in impacts on tribal resources through activities related to the Proposed Action
causing physical or behavioral responses in fish, or affecting aquatic habitat. These impacts could
reduce the number of fish surviving to adulthood and returning to areas upstream of Bonneville
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Dam, thereby affecting the number of fish available for harvest by the tribes.” We object to any
project that causes significant impacts to tribal fishing. (3327)

Response to TR-15

Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, provided an analysis of the incremental addition of impacts
from the Proposed Action on tribal resources to impacts from past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions. The analysis accounted for several proposed coal or oil export terminal
projects that would use the same rail and vessel transportation corridors as the Proposed Action.
Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how the Final EIS
will be used along with other information from Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for
decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Comment TR-16

As Special Counsel to the Office of Tribal Attorney for the Swinomish Indian Tribal Community, we
submit this card on behalf of Swinomish to create a record of support for the Columbia River
Intertribal Fish Commission and its member tribes as they comment upon the Draft EIS for the
Millennium Bulk Terminals. Swinomish supports and incorporates by reference CRITFC's comments
concerning the impacts of this proposal, especially with respect to impacts to treaty resources.
(3424)

Response to TR-16

Refer to Final EIS Volume IV, Chapter 8, Responses to Comment Index, to find the comments provided
by the Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission.

Comment TR-17

The DEIS is inadequate by not including the impacts to the UCUT. The UCUT tribal rights are
jeopardized by this failure. The DEIS fails to consider anadromous fish migrations, which will be of
even more importance as we are examining the feasibility of fish passage into blocked habitat in the
upper Columbia River. (3468)

Response to TR-17

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, evaluated potential direct and indirect impacts on
tribal resources that could occur as a result of construction and operation of the Proposed Action.
Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, Figure 3.5-1 depicted the study areas for direct
and indirect impacts, including portions of Upper Columbia United Tribes territory. Draft EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential direct and indirect impacts on fish—including
anadromous fish species that support tribal, commercial, and recreational fisheries—that could
occur as a result of construction and operation of the Proposed Action.

Comment TR-18

Tribal and Other Access to Fish Resources - The DEIS acknowledges that the expected waits at train
crossings from increased rail traffic will have an adverse effect on tribal access to traditional fishing
locations when all cumulative projects are included. Moreover, the OBIS states that there will be
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adverse effects on tribal access to fish themselves from collision, noise, oil leaks and fish stranding
from the projected cumulative increase in vessel traffic from all projects. By implication, fewer fish
for tribes means fewer fish overall-for commercial and recreational fishing and for the survival of
listed species. However, the DEIS does not suggest any mitigation for Millennium's part in these
cumulative adverse effects on access for tribal, commercial or recreational fisherman, nor for future
generations which may lose these fish species. (3465)

Response to TR-18
Refer to Response to TR-12 regarding mitigation related to potential impacts on tribal resources.

Refer to Response to TR-8 regarding the identification of measures to be considered by agencies,
groups, or companies other than the Applicant.

Comment TR-19

Activities related to the Proposed Action would cause physical or behavioral responses in fish or
affect aquatic habitat in the Columbia River. These impacts could reduce the number of fish
surviving to adulthood and returning to areas upstream of Bonneville Dam, thereby affecting the
number of fish available for harvest by the tribes. Trains related to the Proposed Action would travel
through areas adjacent to and within the usual and accustomed fishing areas of Native American
Tribes and could restrict access to tribal fishing areas in the Columbia River. Because other factors
besides rail operations affect fishing opportunities, such as the number of fishers, fish distribution,
timing, and duration of fish migration periods and seasons, the extent to which rail operations
related to the Proposed Action would affect tribal fishing is difficult to quantify. Making a
determination of significance related to treaty reserved rights related to traditional fishing sites on
the Columbia River is not determined in this SEPA Draft EIS.

Based on the Longview Public Testimony on May 24, 2016 from the Cowlitz, Warm Springs, Crow,
and Cheyanne Tribal Officials and membership, it appears that tribal rights have been basically
ignored and undetermined in the relation between the proposed Coal Export Terminal and the
Tribal rights of usual and accustomed activities. (1169)

Response to TR-19

Refer to Response to TR-1 regarding the evaluation of potential impacts on tribal resources and fish
in the Draft EIS.

Comment TR-20

The Table 3.5-2 for the Annual Catch of Salmon, Steelhead, and White Sturgeon in Treaty
Commercial, Ceremonial, and Subsistence Fisheries in Zone 6 of the Columbia River only has data for
the period 2000 through 2009. Since this is 2016, this data is 8 years old at best. It is requested the
data be updated to at least 2015 to better understand the tribal fishing success rates. It is also
interesting that no data is collected downstream of Bonneville Dam and the proposed Coal Export
Terminal Site is some 83 miles away. Page 3.5-8 SEPA DEIS pdf 110/147. (2572)
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Response to TR-20

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, Table 3.5-2 has been updated to provide data
through 2015. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, Table 3.5-2 presented data on the
annual catch of salmon, steelhead, and white sturgeon for treaty commercial, ceremonial, and
subsistence fisheries in Zone 6 of the Columbia River. Zone 6 is set aside for exclusive use by treaty
commercial fishers and stretches from approximately Bonneville Dam to McNary Dam. The
Columbia River below Bonneville Dam is open to non-treaty commercial fishers and sport fishers.
Therefore, Zone 6 was determined to be the appropriate fishing zone for consideration of tribal
fishing impacts.

Comment TR-21

The DEIS is flawed when it looks at resources and the cultural reparcation [sic]. There will be no
mitigation, no cost will replace anything that could happen to our beautiful rivers. (TRANS-PASCO-
M2-00004)

Response to TR-21

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Sections 3.5, Tribal Resources, and 3.4, Cultural Resources, evaluated potential
impacts on tribal resources and cultural resources, respectively. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5,
Water Quality, and 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential impacts on water quality and fish.

Comment TR-22

While the Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that there are no effects from coal dust, it
does say that the cumulative effect of all the new traffic on the river, 27 percent which will be from
the Millennium Project, will be detrimental to the tribes' ability to fish because of the negative
effects of so many vessels of such huge size.

However, the DEIS does not suggest any mitigation for this loss. This loss will not be just for the
tribes' access to fish but to the fish themselves which benefit commercial and recreation fishing, and
all of us in this region, as they are integral to all ecology. (TRANS-LV-Q3-00031)

Response to TR-22

Refer to Response to TR-12.

Comment TR-23

We need to know how these trains are going to effect tribal treaties and fishing rights. (3745)

Response to TR-23

Refer to Response to TR-1 regarding the evaluation of potential impacts on tribal resources and fish
in the Draft EIS.

Comment TR-24

The DEIS does not address Indian treaty rights and it should. (3414)
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Response to TR-24

Refer to Response to TR-1 regarding the evaluation of potential impacts on tribal resources and fish
in the Draft EIS. Refer to Response to TR-4 regarding the determination of significance of impacts on
treaty rights.

Comment TR-25

The DEIS says: 3.5.8 Unavoidable and Significant Adverse Environmental Impacts Activities related
to the Proposed Action would cause physical or behavioral responses in fish or affect aquatic habitat
in the Columbia River. These impacts could reduce the number of fish surviving to adulthood and
returning to areas upstream of Bonneville Dam, thereby affecting the number of fish available for
harvest by the tribes in the Columbia River. Proposed Action-related trains would travel through
areas adjacent and within the usual and accustomed fishing areas and could restrict access to tribal
fishing areas in the Columbia River. Because other factors besides rail operations affect fishing
opportunities, such as the number of fishers, fish distribution, timing, and duration of fish migration
periods and seasons, the extent to which rail operations related to the Proposed Action would affect
tribal fishing is difficult to quantify. Making a determination of significance related to treaty
reserved rights related to traditional fishing sites on the Columbia River is not determined in this
Draft EIS. Even the DEIS doesn’t consider the treaty rights of the Indian tribes. This should be
included in the EIS or the No Action alternative chosen right now to avoid any further expense for all
parties involved. (3399)

Response to TR-25

Refer to Response to TR-4 regarding the determination of significance of impacts on treaty rights.

Comment TR-26

The DEIS acknowledges impacts to Tribal fishing access and fish populations, but fails to fully
analyze or propose mitigation to avoid significant adverse impacts. The DEIS does not address
impacts to treaty fishing rights. Further decision-making on this proposal should not move forward
without a robust assessment of impacts to Treaty fishing rights. (3127)

Response to TR-26

Refer to Response to TR-12 regarding mitigation related to potential impacts on tribal resources.
Refer to Response to TR-4 regarding the determination of significance of impacts on treaty rights.

Comment TR-27

Historic and Cultural Resources: The DEIS suggests that trains may block access to culturally-
important areas, such as Usual and Accustomed (U&A) Places. BNSF knows of no instance in which
access to U&A Places has been blocked, or where parties have not had access over public or private
crossings. BNSF works regularly with tribes to identify and address concerns, and would certainly
work with any tribe who could not access U&A Places by the use of a public or private crossing.
(3218)
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Response to TR-27

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5.5.1, Proposed Action, acknowledged “a majority of the access road
crossings are not at-grade with the rail line, or the rail line is inland from the highway and river
access site, but trains could affect tribal fishers’ access to the established access sites managed by
CRITFC.” Because some access road crossings to fishing sites would be blocked by Proposed Action-
related trains, rail transport could result in delays to tribal fishers’ access to traditional fishing sites.

Comment TR-28

Along the length of the rail routes from the Powder River Basin to this proposal, dozens of
indigenous tribes’ hunting and fishing rights could be impacted obstruction of access to rivers and
hunting grounds. With millennia of traditional access to fish and wildlife for subsistence harvest, any
further degradation of fishing and hunting rights by new industrial projects must be taken into
account. (3353)

Response to TR-28

Other new industrial projects were accounted for in the analysis of potential cumulative impacts on
tribal resources in Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts. The study area for the analysis of tribal
resources in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, and Chapter 6 included the expected
rail routes for Proposed Action-related trains in Washington State. Rail routes outside Washington
State were outside the tribal resources study area. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas
of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment TR-29

The UCUT scoping comments on this proposal, dated November 14, 2013, stated our support of the
Affiliated Tribes of Northwest Indians Resolution #12-53 and Resolution #13-47 (Attached) for a
comprehensive Programmatic EIS (PEIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
that deals with the cumulative effects and impacts throughout the entire Northwest and
internationally, including direct and indirect impacts on tribal resources, tribal rights, and interests.
The Longview DEIS does not adequately respond to the UCUT concerns, and as such does not
address broader regional, programmatic, comprehensive issues. (3468)

Response to TR-29

The Proposed Action is not part of a broader plan, policy, or program that could be evaluated as a
nonproject (i.e., programmatic) proposal under SEPA (WAC 197-11-774). Refer to the Master
Response for Connected or Similar Actions. A separate Draft EIS was prepared by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers under NEPA (33 CFR 230) to support federal permit decisions related to the
Proposed Action. The NEPA Draft EIS was published on September 30, 2016.

Comment TR-30

The UCUT is concerned that the scope of the study area is limited to the terminal. The study area
should include all rail routes to and from the places where the trains would originate and all
potential impacts. The DEIS is not adequate in its analysis of the impacts on Tribes in the region,
especially in terms of tribal resources such as fish, wildlife, water and health impacts specific to
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UCUT. The UCUT concerns were not adequately addressed or analyzed in the DEIS, even at the local

level. (3468)

Response to TR-30

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2, Study Area, the study area for indirect impacts on
tribal resources includes resources and access to those resources that could be affected by rail
transport in Washington State and vessel transport along the Columbia River and out 3 nautical
miles from the mouth of the river, including tribal fishing resources in Zone 6. Rail routes outside
Washington State were outside the tribal resources study area. The Master Response for Geographic
Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment TR-31

ID DEIS Section and/or Page

Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

A Summary Operations under Tribal The reference to trains here should
Page S-17, Tribal Resources: Revise the not be one specific to coal trains. The
Resources, Operations discussion to discuss increased impact would occur due to more trains

freight trains in general, not on the track, and this is a normal and

specific to coal trains. expected result of expanding freight
by rail, not specifically because of
trains carrying coal to the MBT-
Longview terminal.

B Summary Replace “would” with “could.”  The technical reports do not show or
Page S-17, Tribal conclude that operation of the
Resources, Operations, Proposed Action would result in
second paragraph, first line impacts on tribal resources. See

Attachment 2 Technical Response
Analysis of Population-level Impacts on
Tribal Fish Resources in Zone 6 to
Comment Letter.

C  Summary Rewrite “Coal dust particles Modify so consistent with conclusions
Page S-17, Tribal from trains related to the of coal dust portion, which do not
Resources, Operations, Proposed Action would” to “If establish dust particles coming from
third paragraph coal dust particles were to trains sufficient to cause impact.

come from trains...”

D  Summary We suggest that the proposed =~ We disagree that monitoring for

Page S-46, Section 3.5,
Tribal Resources, MM FISH-
3

mitigation measure to monitor
wildlife during dredging and
pile driving be removed.

“MM FISH-3. Monitor Pile-
Driving and Dredging Activities
for Distress to Fish and Wildlife.
See discussion in Section 4.7,
Fish, in this table.”

wildlife distress during maintenance
dredging would be a necessary or
effective mitigation measure. Impacts
would be sufficiently minimized
through timing restrictions of the
work, construction BMPs, and noise
mitigation measures, as required at
other similar dredging projects along
the Columbia.
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ID DEIS Section and/or Page
Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
E 3.5 Tribal Resources Page Most instances of the word There is not an absolute statement of
3.5-1, and throughout “would” should be changed to  cause to support the use of would. Eg
“could” “3.5.8 Activities related to the
Proposed Action would cause physical
or behavioral responses in fish”
F 3.5 Tribal Resources Page Verify the Figure 3.5-4 is Figure 3.5-4 shows the Zone 6 Treaty
3.5-4, Figure 3.5-1 accurate in showing the Zone 6 Commercial fishery extending below
Treaty Commercial fishery the Bonneville.
extending below the
Bonneville Dam. Edit if needed.
(3070)

Response to TR-31

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Summary and Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal
Resources, in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of the above table for
lettering used to identify each comment.

Comment A: Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, has been revised to note
Proposed Action-related trains would result in an increase in delay at grade crossings compared
to the No-Action Alternative.

Comment B: Final EIS Summary Section S.6.2.1, Built Environment, Tribal Resources, Operations,
has been revised to clarify that impacts on fish and habitat could affect tribal fishing, consistent
with the analysis presented in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources.

Comment C: The text regarding coal dust particles from trains in Final EIS Summary Section
S.6.2.1, Built Environment, Tribal Resources, Operations, has not been revised as requested. The
text “trains related to” has been deleted so the text discusses coal dust particles from the
Proposed Action in general. The analysis presented in Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust,
indicates the Proposed Action would result in the deposition of coal dust particles to the aquatic
environment.

Comment D: The mitigation measure regarding monitoring during dredging and pile-driving
activity has been retained; it is a typical mitigation measure when sensitive species could be
present.

Comment E: The use of “could” and “would” has been reviewed. As discussed in Draft EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, the Proposed Action would exceed the noise thresholds for
behavioral impacts from pile-driving activities, and pile-driving and dredging activities would
alter aquatic habitat. The statement referenced by the commenter in Final EIS Chapter 3, Section
3.5.8, Unavoidable and Significant Impacts, has been revised to improve clarity.

Comment F: Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, Figure 3.5-4 is accurate. The
Zone 6 tribal fishing zone on the Columbia River extends west of Bonneville Dam. As noted in
Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.5, Tribal Resources, the western boundary between Zone 5 and
Zone 6 is at Beacon Rock, west of Bonneville Dam.
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3.6 Hazardous Materials

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to hazardous materials.

Comment HZ-1

This is a historic location in Cowlitz County and worth documenting for history purposes but more
importantly, it is idle buildings and equipment that is a "Toxic Stew" and needs to be properly
cleaned up. To build on top of this "Toxic Stew" only adds to the long term cleanup efforts and clean
up should be the first priority and not to build on top of this and add to the problems to be cleaned
up between 30 and 100 years from now with no one but the Taxpayers paying for these actions. It is
my recommendation to issue a "No Action Alternative" for the MBTL Coal Terminal and expedite the
cleanup and demolition of the Reynolds Metal Reduction Plant. Then and Only Then should
proposals for the use of the 540 acres of land or 190 acres of useable land be initiated. (0623)

Response to HZ-1

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, the Applicant’s leased area is
subject to ongoing hazardous materials cleanup activities. Construction and operation of the
Proposed Action would occur concurrently with, but independent of, these ongoing cleanup
activities. Section 3.6 and Draft EIS Appendix H, Hazardous Materials Remediation History, described
the remedial activities, cleanup actions, and closure activities already completed in the Applicant’s
leased area. As stated in Section 3.6, remediation would be ongoing at two locations in the project
area while the Proposed Action is under construction. At these two locations, construction of the
Proposed Action and remediation of the project area would be coordinated to avoid and minimize
conflicts, prevent potential exposure to construction personnel, and prevent spreading
contaminants into the environment.

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, described historic resources in the study area.

Comment HZ-2

The Draft EIS incorrectly categorizes coal as a hazardous material. The Draft EIS also mistakenly
includes a list of chemicals that would be used in an on-site laboratory. MBT-Longview is not
proposing to include an on-site laboratory. Coal samples would be collected and sent to an off-site
lab for any required testing. Finally, the Draft EIS incorrectly identifies water treatment chemicals
and chemical categories that MBT-Longview does not expect to use during normal operations.

The errors noted above are also present in the SEPA Hazardous Materials Technical Report. The
errors are found on Page 3.6-22 of the Draft EIS and emphasized in bold below. Each of the words in
bold below, including the description of onsite coal handling, should be deleted from Section 3.6 of
the EIS.

The following hazardous materials are expected to be used during normal operations of the Proposed
Action.

e Diesel fuel, gasoline, oils, greases, hydraulic fluids, antifreeze/coolants, and solvents used for
equipment operation and maintenance.
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e Sulfuric acid, calcium hydroxide, flocculants, lime, and antiscalants used for water treatment.

e Chemicals used in the on-site laboratory (generally in small quantities of 5 gallons or less)
could include methylene chloride, toluene, acetone, and 2-butanone.

e Wastes classified as hazardous and nonhazardous waste and sanitary sewer waste.
e Coal handled during facility operations and during transportation.

(3070)

Response to HZ-2

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, and the SEPA Hazardous Materials Technical
Report, have been revised and updated. Text categorizing coal as a hazardous material has been
removed. References to “antiscalants” were not removed because, according to the Applicant
(Comment HZ-4), water distribution systems for the Proposed Action may add antiscalants to
manage hardness in process water.

Comment HZ-3

Coal is not a “Hazardous Material.” The Hazardous Materials section begins with the broad definition
of hazardous materials found on page 3.6-5. The definition focuses on “contaminated environmental
media, dangerous waste, solid waste, hazardous substances and petroleum products” and includes a
list of federal and state regulatory programs that define and regulate these hazardous materials.
Despite the Draft EIS’s page-long definition of hazardous materials, none of the identified programs
regulates coal or defines coal as a hazardous substance or a hazardous material. Further, federal and
state regulatory definitions not included in Draft EIS do not identify coal as a hazardous material.
(3070)

Response to HZ-3

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, and the SEPA Hazardous Materials Technical
Report have been revised. Text categorizing coal as a hazardous material has been removed.

Comment HZ-4

ID

DEIS Section and/or Page
Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

3.6 Hazardous Materials Correct this language: “the Statement is incorrect

Page 3.6-9, Cryolite Recovery cryolite recovery plant also

Plant recovered reusable fluorides
compounds call “underflow
solids” which were eventually
used to control air emissions that
occurred during the aluminum
manufacturing process”
The correct statement would be:
“the cryolite recovery plant also
recovered reusable fluoride
compounds called “underflow
solids” which were generated
from the air emission control
systems that occurred during the
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DEIS Section and/or Page

ID Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

aluminum manufacturing
process.”

B 3.6 Hazardous Materials 3.6.4.2 “In 2007, Northwest MBT-Longview (Applicant)
Page 3.6-11, 3.6.4.2 Remediation Alloys and-the-Applicantsigned did not exist in 2007.
History an agreed order with Ecology...” Chinook Ventures signed

(delete reference to the the agreed order with NWA
Applicant) in 2007.

C 3.6 Hazardous Materials The section starting with
Page 3.6-19, Caulking and “Project area preparations would
Sealants, third paragraph involve preloading...” does not

seem to fit in this section
Caulking and Sealants.

D 3.6 Hazardous Materials Delete from bullet referencesto ~ The water treatment ponds
Page 3.6-22, Operations - Direct sulfuric acid, calcium hydroxide,  are used to settle out
Impacts, bulleted list and lime sediment. Flocculants

would be used. There is a
chance that the water
distribution systems may
need the addition of an
antiscalant to manage the
hardness in the process
waters.

E 3.6 Hazardous Materials Delete the bullet: “Chemicals There is no on-site
Page 3.6-22, Operations - Direct used in the on-site laboratory...”  laboratory as part of the
Impacts, bulleted list Proposed Action.

F 3.6 Hazardous Materials Delete reference to coal handled  See substantive comments
Page 3.6-22, Operations - Direct during operation as a hazardous  above in Comment Letter.
Impacts, bulleted list material. Coal is not classified as a

hazardous material under
any definition.

G SEPA Hazardous Materials The section starting with “

Technical Report (Page 3-4) Project area preparations would
involve preloading...”does not
seem to fit in this section
Caulking and Sealants
H SEPA Hazardous Materials Delete from bullet referencesto ~ The water treatment ponds

I

Technical Report (Page 3-8)

SEPA Hazardous Materials
Technical Report (Page 3-8)

sulfuric acid, calcium hydroxide,
and lime

Delete the bullet: “Chemicals
used in the on-site laboratory...”

are used to settle out
sediment. Flocculants
would be used. There is a
chance that the water
distribution systems may
need the addition of an
antiscalant to manage the
hardness in the process
waters.

There is no on-site
laboratory as part of the
Proposed Action.
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DEIS Section and/or Page

ID Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

] SEPA Hazardous Materials
Technical Report (Page 3-8)

K Appendix H (H-5)

Delete reference to coal handled
during operation as a hazardous
material

Wrong table number. Should be
Table H-2

See substantive comments
above in Comment Letter.
Coal is not classified as a
hazardous material, under
any definition.

typo

(3070)

Response to HZ-4

The following describes changes made to Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, and
the SEPA Hazardous Materials Technical Report in response to these comments. Refer to the left-
most column of the above table for lettering used to identify each comment.

e Comment A: The description of the cryolite recovery plant has been revised.

e Comment B: The mention of the Applicant has been removed from the statement regarding the

signed order.

e Comment C and G: The text describing preloading activities has been moved to the
introductory text of the subsection.

e Comment D and H: Reference to sulfuric acid, calcium hydroxide, and lime has been deleted.

e CommentE and I: Reference to the on-site laboratory has been deleted.

e CommentF and J: Text categorizing coal as a hazardous material has been removed.

e Comment K: The table number in Appendix H has been revised.

Comment HZ-5

Assuming there will be demand for coal in ten to 20 years, the Draft EIS should include bankruptcy
of the applicant and additional effect that will result with cleanup costs associated with this project.

(TRANS-PASCO-M1-00062)

Response to HZ-5

As noted in the Master Response for Project Objectives and Alternatives, the Proposed Action is a
private project; as such, the objectives and proposal are defined by the Applicant. Under SEPA, an
EIS is required to focus on the environmental impacts of a proposal and its alternatives. SEPA does
not require an EIS to analyze the economic or social policy impacts of an action or discuss economic
competition or profits (WAC 197-11-448(3)). Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus
of the EIS for a discussion of how the Final EIS will be used along with other information by Cowlitz
County, Ecology, and other agencies for decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed Action.
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Comment HZ-6

What mechanism (e.g. trust deposit) will ensure cleanup as the owners face bankruptcy in the
unstable [?] global coal market? (3545)

Response to HZ-6

Refer to Response to HZ-5.
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Chapter 4
Responses to Comments—Natural Environment

This chapter presents responses to substantive comments related to the natural environment:
geology and soils, surface water and floodplains, wetlands, groundwater, water quality, vegetation,
fish, wildlife, energy and natural resources, and coal spills.

4.1 Geology and Soils

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to geology and soils.

Comment GS-1

We believe that the Draft EIS does a poor job in characterizing and analyzing the threats of a
geologic event that may cause significant damage if the proposed action was allowed to be built. The
Applicant bases their risk assessment on regional earthquakes in the 6.8 to 7.1 range, noting that
these Puget Sound earthquakes did not cause substantial damage in the Longview area. The cited
earthquakes occurred at a distance of approximately 70 miles. (Appendix Volume IlIb, pg. 15) This
is a misinterpretation of data. The Draft EIS should have characterized—basing their earthquake
environmental review on the worst case scenario, a subduction zone earthquake. A subduction zone
earthquake can be as powerful as 9.0. A magnitude 9.0 earthquake has 1,000 times greater energy
released than a 7.0 earthquake and may last from 3 to 5 minutes. (3227)

Response to GS-1

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4.1, Geology in the Project Area and Vicinity, discussed potential
earthquake activity in the vicinity of the project area, including the potential for a Cascadia
Subduction Zone (CSZ) earthquake. The analysis also noted that more than 10 earthquakes of
magnitude 8.0 to 9.0 or higher have occurred in the CSZ over the last 5,000 years, according to the
geologic record. The Draft EIS also described earthquakes that have occurred within the historical
record (as opposed to the geologic record) because the potential impacts associated with these
earthquakes are better understood, having occurred more recently.

The Draft EIS identified potential impacts associated with an earthquake, including ground shaking,
liquefaction, landslides, and tsunamis. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5.1. Proposed Action;
Operations Direct Impacts, Seismic-Related Ground Failure (Liquefaction), described project facilities
and infrastructure would be constructed in accordance with current building codes and seismic
requirements, which would reduce the risk of catastrophic damage. Additionally, preloading of the
stockpile pads would expel water and consolidate soils beneath the stockpile pads, reducing the
potential risk of liquefaction of the ground beneath the stockpile pads. Risk of geological hazards
and potential impacts on rail and vessel corridors were discussed in Draft EIS Appendix F, Rail and
Vessel Corridor Information.
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Comment GS-2

The Columbia River is on a major earthquake fault line. What will happen if we have the earthquake
the scientists are predicting will happen? There is a potential for impacts [from] the Pacific Ocean
[subduction] zones. (1177)

Response to GS-2

Refer to Response to GS-1.

Comment GS-3

[ haven't seen anything addressing the Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake. (3571)

Response to GS-3

Refer to Response to GS-1.

Comment GS-4

Seismic: The DEIS [understates] the likelihood of a subduction earthquake event. The average
recurrence interval of a magnitude 8 to 9 earthquake on the Cascadia subduction zone is estimated
at 240 years, and the last major earthquake occurred in 1700. A recent study estimates a 37%
probability (i.e., greater than 1 in 3) that a magnitude 8 to 9 or greater earthquake will occur
somewhere along the Cascadia fault in the next 50 years (Goldfinger, C. et al. 2012). This affects
operations, as it would result in direct impacts related to ground shaking, landslides, and
liquefaction, and should be analyzed in the Operations-Direct Impacts section of the FEIS.

e Please provide mitigation measures to ensure that the facility, including coal storage and
handling processes and structures (including loading and offloading), are resilient under a
magnitude 8 to 9 earthquake along the Cascadia fault.

e Please provide mitigation measures to address coal train derailments and resulting coal spills
both in the Project Area and along the rail routes in the event of a magnitude 8 to 9 earthquake
along the Cascadia fault. (2691)

Response to GS-4
Refer to Response to GS-1.

The 240-year interval for a large CSZ earthquake identified in Goldfinger et al. (2012) applies to the
southern segment (Segment D) of the CSZ. The Proposed Action is in the northern segment
(Segment A), which has a 500- to 530-year recurrence interval (Goldfinger et al. 2012). Currently,
the northern segment is not overdue for a major earthquake assuming the last subduction zone
earthquake occurred around 1700. Additionally, Goldfinger et al. (2012) estimates approximately a
7-12% chance of an earthquake occurring in the next 50 years in Segment A, compared to an
approximate 37-43% chance of occurring in Segment D.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

412 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 4. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Natural Environment

Comment GS-5

The Draft EIS does not discuss how liquefaction risks affect coal stockpiles or other infrastructure,
including the loading booms. (3227)

Response to GS-5

Liquefaction risks were discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5.1, Proposed Action,
Operations—Direct Impacts; Seismic-Related Ground Failure (Liquefaction). This section stated the
risk of liquefaction would be reduced for the stockpile areas as a result of the preloading the
stockpile pads during construction (Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives,
described the preloading process). Preloading would expel groundwater and consolidate the soils
beneath the stockpile pads, reducing the potential susceptibility of the stockpile pads to liquefaction.

Other elements of the Proposed Action, such as buildings, conveyors, transfer towers, trestle and
docks, would be constructed in accordance with existing building requirements and codes, as
mentioned in Section 4.1.5.1, Proposed Action. Such building requirements and codes are intended to
reduce the risk of earthquake damage.

Comment GS-6

The water table in the area is between 3 and 20 feet below grade. Additionally the potential for
earthquakes with significant damage potential exists with settling between 7 and 16 inches in the
area. These factors indicate the existing soil does not have sufficient strength to hold the weight of
this proposed project. Significant weakness exists and the No Action Alternative is recommended.
(2572)

Response to GS-6

Refer to Response to GS-5.

Comment GS-7

The Draft EIS states there are no earthquake faults in the area. The Draft EIS should be modified to
further clarify with references that there are no known earthquake faults in the area. (3227)

Response to GS-7

Final EIS Section 4.1.5.4, Proposed Action; Operations—Direct Impacts, Earthquake Faults, has been
revised to state there are no known earthquake faults in the study area.

Comment GS-8

As stated in the Draft EIS, there is little risk of the operations of the project causing landslides but
does not consider the potential increase in Columbia River bank failure, slumping or erosion from
the increased in large vessel transport. This is a continuing issue in the lower Columbia, particularly
in areas of Wahkiakum County (Babcock, 1989 & Wahkiakum County) and should be assessed in the
FEIS. (2691)
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Response to GS-8

Chapter 4. Responses to Comments—

Natural Environment

Draft EIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Geology and Soils, stated much of the shoreline of the Columbia
River in the study area has been armored with riprap along the length of the levee adjacent to the
Proposed Action. The riprap protects the levee from erosion, while the levee itself disconnects the
floodplain from the river. Therefore, the risk of bank failure, slumping or erosion in the study area
would be unlikely as the levee is maintained to ensure such impacts do not occur or compromise the

integrity of the levee.

Comment GS-9

Increased wet season precipitation and increased frequency and magnitude of extreme storms due
to climate change is projected to increase the frequency of landslides. Please assess the likelihood of
additional landslides on the project area and rail lines along the entire rail route or routes. If an
increased likelihood of landslides is found, please assess the effect on the likelihood of derailment
and spills into the Columbia River or other state-owned aquatic land or state-owned upland. If
additional risk is identified, please provide appropriate mitigation measures for the project area and

all relevant rail routes. (2691)

Response to GS-9

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Geology and Soils, evaluated potential impacts related to landslides
in the study area. The project area is near the active deep-seated landslide on the south side of
Mount Solo, but the analysis concluded the Proposed Action would not increase the risk that a
landslide would occur. The study area for geology and soils is shown in Figure 4.1-1. The rail lines
along the entire rail route(s) are not within the defined study area for the geology and soils analysis.
The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS addresses the commenter’s request for
an assessment of the entire rail route and explains why such an assessment is outside the scope of

the EIS.
Comment GS-10
ID Text
DEIS Section and/or Page Number Correction/Revision Comment
A 4.1 Geology and Soils Revise: “However, There is no

Page 4.1-13, last paragraph

B 4.1 Geology and Soils
Page 4.1-15, Ground Shaking

imported preload and rail
ballast materials would
be washed prior to
delivery to the project
area.”

Suggest that the second
sentence be changed to
read: “...between 0.4 to
0.5 g, which has a 2%
chance of being exceeded
in 50 years”

requirement nor
intention on the part of
the Applicant to wash
ballast and preload
materials before
delivery.

Current text is missing
the time period in
reference to the per
cent risk

(3070)
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Response to GS-10

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.1, Geology and Soils, in
response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of the above table for lettering used to
identify each comment.

e Comment A: The statement regarding preload and rail ballast materials has been deleted.

Comment B: The time period for the risk percentage has been provided.
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4.2 Surface Water and Floodplains

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to surface water and floodplains.

Comment SWF-1

On page 39, 4.2-16, in the paragraphs under "Temporarily increased Turbidity and impact on
benthic habitats,” removal of 225 linear feet of the current levee is discussed; what flood controls
will be in place with the newly constructed docks and loading facilities after removal of the levee?
Will the proposed facility be built up to be above grade, or above the current 16' elevation of the
property? Was the levee made redundant by upstream channel-spanning dams providing flood
control in this lower section of the river? (0810)

Response to SWF-1

The 225 linear feet of levee to be removed is not part of the Consolidated Diking Improvement
District No. 1 (CDID #1) levee system that protects the project area from flood events. The levee to
be removed is part of two timber pile dikes (a western pile dike and eastern pile dike) that extend
into the Columbia River perpendicular to the shoreline. Many of these pile dikes were constructed
by the Corps in the lower Columbia River between 1885 to 1969 to trap sediment and redirect flow
toward the Columbia River navigation channel. The two existing timber pile dikes are located in the
areas where dredging and dock and trestle construction would occur. As part of this construction,
approximately 225 linear feet of these pile dikes would be removed—the waterward-most 125 feet
from the western pile dike and waterward-most 100 feet from the eastern pile dike. The discussion
of the pile “levees” has been revised in the Final EIS to pile “dikes,” to improve clarity. Final EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.2, Surface Water and Floodplains, Figure 4.2-4, has also been revised to show the
location of the pile dikes and a reference the figure has been added to the discussion of the existing
pile dikes.

The elevation of the Proposed Action would be determined during final engineering and design. The
project area behind the CDID levee is not within the regulatory floodplain (i.e., the Federal
Emergency Management Agency [FEMA]-mapped 100-year floodplain) and the Proposed Action
would not be required to be raised in elevation or developed per local floodplain development
ordinance or FEMA requirements.

Comment SWF-2

EO 11988, Floodplain Management requires federal agencies to avoid short and long term impacts
associated with floodplain occupancy and modification wherever there is a practicable alternative.
The Draft EIS states that because the proposed project site does not currently function as a
floodplain, the project does not decrease Columbia River’s floodplain capacity. The Draft EIS does
not provide any discussion about how the site selected, or how the Applicant attempted to
avoid direct or indirect floodplain development. The Applicant infers repeatedly that the levee
system exempts them from considering the floodplain as a floodplain. However, a levee system is
necessary because the site is entirely within a historic floodplain (Pages 4.2-8, 12, 16). Additionally,
the Draft EIS presents the Columbia River Levee as a permanent structure that protects the project
area indefinitely from the Columbia River. No discussion is provided about the existing levee
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condition, the expected life expectancy of the levee, pump, or ditching system, the project’s
investment into the CDID #1 utility, how climate change and sea level rise may impact the levee, or
any additional information that allows reviewers to evaluate the safety of the levee system. We are
disappointed with the Draft EIS’s characterization and again it shows the bias of this document in
favor of the Applicant’s proposed action. (3227)

Response to SWF-2

Executive Order 11988 applies to federal agencies; therefore, this Executive Order does not apply to
Ecology or Cowlitz County for the Proposed Action under this SEPA review.

While the Proposed Action would be located within a historic floodplain, the project area currently
does not function as a natural floodplain and is disconnected from Columbia River high water flows
because of the CDID #1 levee. The levee, pumping systems, drains and ditches that protect the
project area are the responsibility of CDID #1 and not the Applicant. CDID #1 is responsible for
operating and maintaining the CDID #1 levee for the purpose of flood protection against external
flooding from the Columbia River and internal flooding from storm drainage runoff from lands
adjacent to and inside the CDID #1 levee system. The CDID #1 stated mission is to "protect life,
property, and environment by providing comprehensive flood protection.”

As stated by CDID #1, district personnel routinely inspect the CDID #1 levee for issues that may
affect the levee’s structural integrity and its ability to perform adequately during storm events
(Consolidated Diking Improvement District No. 1 2016). These issues include, but are not limited to,
vehicular damage, root intrusion, erosion, unauthorized construction activities, and animal burrows.
Issues of significance are repaired in consultation with the CDID #1 diking engineer and the Corps.
Inspection intervals are increased during periods where high water is predicted and encountered, as
well as after high water events to ensure no related damage is unaccounted for. In addition to
ongoing inspections conducted by CDID #1 personnel, the district participates in two of the Corps’
inspection programs. These programs ensure that the operations and maintenance work
undertaken by CDID #1 is in conformance with federal standards.

Comment SWF-3

The Draft EIS also fails to recognize pending re-negotiation of the Columbia River Treaty between
the U.S. and Canada. The Proposed Action is likely to have a considerable impact toward negotiation
efforts. We request an analysis of the potential impacts that the Proposed Coal terminal would have
on this Columbia River management Treaty as it pertains to ability of increasing river flows for a
better ecosystem function of the Columbia River. Also, if a future amended Treaty that increases
water flows of the Columbia River happens, what impact would that potentially have on the
Proposed Action? (3227)

Response to SWF-3

The Columbia River Treaty is an international agreement between Canada and the United States for
the cooperative development and operation of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin for
the benefit of both countries. The Proposed Action would not affect development or operation of
water resources in the Columbia River basin, and would not use water from the Columbia River for
construction or operations. Because the Proposed Action would not increase or decrease flow of the
Columbia River, there would be no potential for impacts related to the Proposed Action. The Master
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Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains
the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

Comment SWF-4

The DEIS describes the levees built in the 1920s at a height of 36 feet above sea level. Please define

the height of the lowest point of the levee above the highest tide. What is the likelihood of this point
being overtopped at the end of the facility’s expected life when considering projected sea level rise,

high highest tide, storm surge, erosion, and the seismic uplift or subsidence?

Also, the DEIS does not define whether these levees are certified by FEMA to withstand a 1% annual
chance of flood. Please state whether the levees are—or are not—FEMA certified. If not, the levees
should not be considered as protective against inundation. The project area is currently in Zone X,
which may be inundated by up to 1 foot of water in a 100 year flood. How will this change by the end
of the facility’s life when considering projected sea level rise, highest high tide, storm surge, erosion,
and seismic uplift or subsidence? If the levees are not currently certified by FEMA to withstand a 1%
annual chance of historic flood, please provide appropriate mitigation measures. If, given climate
change impacts, the risk of levee overtopping at the end of the facility’s life is greater than 1%
annual chance, please provide appropriate mitigation measures. (2691)

Response to SWF-4

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.2, Surface Water and Floodplains, noted the CDID #1 levee along the
project area averages 36.4 feet Columbia River Datum (CRD). The mean higher high water (MHHW)
tidal elevation at the National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration Longview Columbia River
monitoring station (Station ID 9440422) is 6.991 feet CRD. The highest Columbia River flow
recorded at the monitoring station was 13.36 feet CRD on January 2, 2006 (National Oceanic
Atmospheric Administration 2016). This station is approximately 3 miles upstream from the project
area. Based on these data, the top of the CDID #1 levee is 29.409 feet above the MHHW and 23.04
feet above the highest river flow recorded at the monitoring station.

FEMA does not build, own, operate, maintain, or certify levees. However, FEMA can accredit levees
that provide protection from the 1% annual-chance flood (i.e., 100-year flood or base flood). This is
the minimum protection level federally required to accredit a levee, which allows FEMA to remove
the high-risk 100-year flood area behind a levee from a Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM). The CDID
#1 levee that protects the project area has been provisionally accredited by FEMA, and the current
FIRM states the Zone X area behind the CDID #1 levee is protected from the 1% annual-chance or
greater flood hazard by a levee system that has been provisionally accredited (Federal Emergency
Management Agency 2015). When a community with an existing accredited levee is being
remapped, the levee owner must provide the proper documentation to certify the levee still meets
the federal requirements. The community has 24 months to provide FEMA with the documentation
that the levee continues to provide protection from at least the 100-year flood; during this period
FEMA provisionally accredits the levee. The FIRMs that cover the study area were remapped in
December 2015; as a result, the CDID #1 levee is currently provisionally accredited to withstand the
100-year flood, as shown in the 2015 FIRM. It is anticipated that the provisional status will be
removed at some point within the 24-month period once the documentation is submitted to FEMA
to obtain full accreditation. FEMA states that overtopping or failure of any levee is always possible,
regardless of accreditation. The CDID #1 levee is substantially higher (more than 23 feet) than the
highest flows recorded at the Longview Columbia River monitoring station.
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Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change, noted the impacts of
sea-level rise at the project area are expected to be minimal because the area is 50 miles inland from
the Columbia River estuary. Potential future sea level rise is not anticipated to affect the CDID #1
levee that protects the project area if CDID #1 operates and maintains the levee system to account
for such future events. FEMA does not map flood hazards based on anticipated future sea levels or
climate change because over the lifespan of a flood insurance study, changes in flood hazards from
sea level rise and climate change are typically not large enough to affect the validity of the study
results (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2016).

Comment SWF-5

The EIS should assess the potential for construction of the project to “redirect sheetflow and
potentially lead to localized flooding on or off site” to increase sediment loads and changes in
downstream channel sinuosity as both direct and INDIRECT impacts. Water storage and treatment
within the coal storage area discussed on page 15 needs to develop a treatment option for large
storm events that eliminates potential discharge of contaminants for existing outfall 002A in to the
Columbia River. (2691)

Response to SWF-5

The Draft EIS assessed potential impacts related to increasing sediment loads and changes in
downstream channel sinuosity. The analysis concluded the potential for this impact would be
limited because of the existing drainage ditches, detention system, and discharge system that
currently exist and control runoff at the project site. Because runoff would be regulated by strict
stormwater requirements, runoff would be highly controlled at the project area. Compliance with
legal requirements would prevent the discharge of sediment loads that could change downstream
channel sinuosity during construction or operations.

As stated in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.2, Surface Water and Floodplains, Alter Drainage from
Heavy Equipment and Staging Areas, direct impacts from redirection of sheetflow and localized
flooding during construction would be unlikely because the Applicant must comply with erosion and
sediment control best management practices and the requirements of the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction Stormwater Permit that would be obtained for
the Proposed Action. Compliance with these measures would avoid and minimize potential impacts
related to sheetflow and localized flooding during construction. All measures would be monitored to
ensure effectiveness. Weekly inspection and an inspection within 24 hours of a rain event would
likely be required under the NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit, and the inspections must be
performed by a Certified Erosion and Sediment Control Lead. In addition, The CDID #1 system
currently operating at the project area controls local stormwater runoff and depresses the
groundwater elevation to prevent and manage localized flooding. Water levels in the CDID #1
ditches are maintained below the water surface elevation of the Columbia River. Groundwater that
discharges into the CDID #1 ditches and stormwater that is collected in the CDID #1 ditches is
actively pumped by the CDID #1 system to the Columbia River through a network of pump stations
and valves to maintain water levels below the level of the Columbia River. Therefore, construction of
the Proposed Action would not result in offsite discharges or indirect impacts on surface waters due
to the containment and management of stormwater runoff. The CDID #1 system would continue to
be in place and perform the same function during operations.
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Comment SWF-6

Discharges of stormwater and process water from the Proposed Action during operations would
comply with the conditions outlined in a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Industrial Stormwater Permit that would be required prior to operations. As stated in Draft EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.2 Surface Water and Floodplains, Ecology’s criteria would be used as the basis of
design for storage and treatment of stormwater runoff, which uses the Western Washington
Hydrology Model computer simulation for facility sizing; and additional water storage would be
provided in the coal storage area in the event of a larger storm. All water discharged to the Columbia
River would be required to meet specific water quality standards set forth in the NPDES permit
prior to discharge.

The Columbia River below Bonneville Dam is considered a wild and uncontrolled river with many
rivers, creeks, waterfalls, and streams making a direct connection to the Columbia River. The
Columbia River has 17 major tributaries and the Willamette has 14 major tributaries and both
systems have numerous lesser connections. Combined there are 67 supply inputs below Bonneville
Dam and make this a very wild and dynamic river system. The SEPA DEIS fails to mention this fact
that the river is a wild river system with flood and hydroelectric power dams below Bonneville only
of a limited number. (2572)

Response to SWF-6

The study areas for the surface water and floodplains analysis were described in Draft EIS Chapter 4,
Section 4.2.2, Study Area, and shown in Figures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2. These study areas include a small
portion of the Columbia River; therefore, descriptions of the greater Columbia River, its tributaries,
and other elements of the Columbia River basin outside the study area are not provided.

Comment SWF-7

CDID #1 operates the slough, ditch, and drain system several feet lower than the low-flow elevation
of the Columbia River throughout the year. This strategy provides necessary storm water storage
capacity and allows the pump system to maximize the flood control potential of the levee’s interior
drainage. The combined capacity of the seven CDID #1 pump stations (a total of 19 pumps) is
700,000 gallons per minute. These pump stations are instrumental for removing storm water and
preventing local and area-wide flooding. The need for this pumping capacity is apparent when
considering that 1 inch of rainfall on the 16,000-acre watershed is equivalent to 434 million gallons
of water. Removal of 4.8 inches of rain deposited in a 1986 storm required 54 hours of continuous
pumping. There has been many times since 1986 that large single event rains are greater than 4.8
inches. The past 30 year data needs to be fact checked for additional high flow events. (2572)

Response to SWF-7

The Final EIS has been updated to clarify that the 1986 storm is an example of how the system
handles rain events. Including additional higher or lower flow events would not change the analysis
or conclusions in the Draft EIS. The CDID #1 system would remain in place and would address rain
events with or without the Proposed Action.
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Comment SWF-8

Chapter 4. Responses to Comments—

Natural Environment

ID DEIS Section and/or Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
A 4.2 Surface Water and Floodplains Coenn Downstream 1 mile from  Figure 4.2.1 and 4.2.2
Page 4.2-4 & 5, Figures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 the project area” show the indirect study
area extending 2 miles
downstream of the
project area, not 1 mile
as in the text.
B 4.2 Surface Water and Floodplains “Based on site grading and This needs to be
Page 4.2-14, Section 4.2.5.1, second bullet ~ drainage areas, five water checked against the
quality ponds (Wetponds) will ~Water Management
treat runoff based on Plan. There are not five
Ecology’s requirements” ponds planned.
C 4.2 Surface Water and Floodplains “some surface ponding will The open conveyors are
Page 4.2-15, top of the page occur in both the yard areas designed to drain water
and open conveyance not hold water.
systems.”
D 4.2 Surface Water and Floodplains “The piped conveyance The proposed
Page 4.2-15, top of the page systems will be sloped at a conveyance system is
0.50% minimum.” not considered a “piped
conveyance system.”
E 4.2 Surface Water and Floodplains This statement is incorrect The statement as
Page 4.2-17, Operations - Direct Impacts, “The Proposed Action would written is incorrect.
Alter Water Collection and Discharge, first  include modifications to the
paragraph, last sentence existing stormwater
management system to
address the anticipated need.”
We suggest that this be
rewritten: “The Proposed
Action would develop a water
management system,
including capture of
stormwater from the project
area, separate from the
existing stormwater
management system and
isolated from it.”
F 4.2 Surface Water and Floodplains “The proposed modifications A new Water
Page 4.2-17, Operations - Direct Impacts, to the water management Management System
Alter Water Collection and Discharge, system would......” Change this  would be developed for
second paragraph, first sentence to read “The Project Water the project.
Management System would
(3070)
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Response to SWF-8

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.2, Surface Water and
Floodplains, in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of the above table for
lettering used to identify each comment.

Comment A: Figure 4.2-1 has been revised to show the indirect impacts study area for surface
water extending 1 mile downstream of the project area. The extent of the indirect impacts study
area for floodplains shown in Figure 4.2-2 is accurately based on the 500-year floodplain
surrounding the project area and has not been revised.

Comment B: The number of water quality ponds presented in the Draft EIS was consistent with
information received from the Applicant on July 31, 2014, as well as the Summary of Applicant
Provided Design Features and Mitigation Measures - Revised September 10, 2015, prepared by the
Applicant.

Comment C: The statement regarding surface ponding in the open conveyance system was
based on information received from the Applicant on July 31, 2014, as well as the Summary of
Applicant Provided Design Features and Mitigation Measures — Revised September 10, 2015,
prepared by the Applicant.

Comment D: The use of a piped conveyance system for the proposed conveyance system was
based on information received from the Applicant on July 31, 2014, as well as the Summary of
Applicant Provided Design Features and Mitigation Measures - Revised September 10, 2015,
prepared by the Applicant.

Comment E: The statement regarding the stormwater management system has been revised in
the Final EIS.

Comment F: The statement regarding the water management system has been revised in the
Final EIS.

Comment SWF-9

[ want to know how the proposed new routes are going to effect the Columbia River and its
tributaries along these routes. (3765)

Response to SWF-9

The Proposed Action would not create new rail routes. The study areas for the surface water and
floodplains analysis were described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2, Study Area, and shown in
Figures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the
rationale for the limits of the study areas analyzed in the EIS.
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4.3 Wetlands

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to wetlands.

Comment WTL-1

Wetlands will likely be evaluated in greater detail in the US Army Corps of Engineer’s NEPA
document. However, the Cowlitz Indian Tribe would like to note the following omissions or
inappropriate characterization with the Draft EIS document:

e The proposed project will impact 24.10 of 86.95 acres of wetlands within the overall study area.
The wetlands in the project area are “primarily supported by high groundwater and direct
precipitation.” (page 4.3-12)

e The Draft EIS inappropriately classes the wetlands’ wildlife and hydraulic functions as ‘limited’
or ‘low’ because of the existing heavy industrial land use on the site and in adjacent areas. (page
4.3-16)

e The Draft EIS does not address impacts to buffers; identify buffer widths, or areal buffer
impacts. (page 4.3-18)

e The Draft EIS does not provide any information about mitigation proposals, instead noting that
mitigation plan ‘will be developed.’ (page 4.3-18)

e Tidal wetland habitat is the most impacted habitat type in the Lower Columbia River estuary,
with up to 71% loss since 1870.

e Mitigation opportunities are rare and both federal and state regulations require no net loss of
wetland habitat.

e The Draft EIS does not evaluate wetland loss as required by Washington State Department of
Ecology’s matrix to avoid, minimize, mitigate. The Applicant provides no discussion about the
first two options, and does not provide a path to mitigate other than “mitigation actions may be
implemented at one or several locations.”

e The Draft EIS does not appropriately provide a negotiated mitigation ratio, or offer to mitigate
on-site which is preferred option to off-site mitigation.

e The Draft EIS inappropriately states that 24.10 acres of direct wetland fill, plus associated buffer
impacts, qualifies as “no unavoidable or significant adverse environmental impact.”(page 4.3-18)

(3227)

Response to WTL-1

The wildlife, hydrology, and water quality functions of each wetland in the study area were
determined using the Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington (Hruby
2006). This method involved answering questions on a rating form regarding each wetland’s
characteristics (e.g., soil, vegetation, hydrology) and characteristics on the surrounding environment
of the wetland. The summary of ratings and functions of wetlands in the study area was provided in
Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.3, Section 4.3.4.4, Wetland Ratings and Functions, and the supporting
documentation and rating forms are found in the cited Grette documents that informed the SEPA
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Vegetation Technical Report, and the Draft EIS. Each wetland’s habitat, hydraulic, and water quality
function were determined using standard methods appropriate for the SEPA EIS. According to the
survey, no tidally influenced wetlands are present within the study area. More detailed wetland
analyses would be part of future Clean Water Act permit processes.

Wetland buffers in relation to wetland ratings were described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.3,
Wetlands, Section 4.3.4, Existing Conditions. Buffer distances will be required to be maintained for
remaining wetlands identified in the study area (all Category III and IV wetlands) which were
identified in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.3, Section 4.3.5.1, Proposed Action, Construction—Direct
Impacts. Impacts on buffers of wetlands that would be eliminated in the project area were not
addressed in detail because construction would permanently fill four wetlands, making a wetland
buffer impact analysis unnecessary because there would no longer be any wetland for a wetland
buffer to exist. The one wetland that would be partially filled (identified as Wetland Y in the Draft
EIS), has an associated buffer that would also be partially filled. The unfilled portion of Wetland Y
would maintain its wetland buffer (i.e., not be affected) around the unfilled portion of the wetland.
The Final EIS has updated information clarifying that there is no requirement for buffers if wetlands
are permanently filled.

Mitigation to ensure no net loss of wetlands may be satisfied in several ways by the Applicant, and
may include purchasing credits in a wetland bank, or permittee-responsible mitigation (e.g., creating
or restoring a wetland). The type of wetland mitigation would be determined during the Section

404 /401 permitting process, and a comprehensive mitigation plan would be prepared in
coordination with the Corps, Cowlitz County, and Ecology. The proposed mitigation plan would
undergo public review and agencies would consider public comment as part of the regulatory
review process. A comprehensive wetland mitigation plan is not required as part of the SEPA
environmental review process. Rather, the comprehensive mitigation plan would be prepared as
part of the permitting processes for the Proposed Action.

Wetland avoidance and minimization under Clean Water Act Section 404 regulations and
Washington regulations would be demonstrated during final engineering and design and during the
Section 404 permitting process. Mitigation ratios, if used to determine adequacy of mitigation,
would be developed consistent with current local, state, and federal guidance and regulations.

Although construction of the Proposed Action would result in the unavoidable loss of wetlands in
the project area as a result of direct fill, regulatory requirements for no net loss of wetland functions
and values would compensate for impacts on wetlands.

Comment WTL-2

No consideration is given to coal dust impacts to the remaining 62+ acres of wetlands at the site due
to smothering (which could be considered another method of "fill"), changes in pH (increased
acidity), nutrient status, in the EIS. The importance of the wetlands at this location adjacent to the
Columbia river in providing water storage during lower flow times and during flood stages and the
loss of floodplain function at this site is not considered by the EIS, as well as the water quality
impacts of water seeping into the Columbia via groundwater recharge from the adjacent remaining
wetlands. The EIS ridiculously asserts no significant unavoidable adverse impacts from the project.
Impacts to the remaining 62 acres of wetlands adjacent to a major river estuary being converted to a
major dirty polluted industrial site is not insignificant, especially since the EIS has not identified a
suitable mitigation site that could adequately replace the existing wetlands. (3426)
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Response to WTL-2

Wetland impacts are evaluated for wetlands identified in the direct and indirect impacts study areas
established by the SEPA co-lead agencies and the Corps. The indirect impacts study area presented
in the Draft EIS has been revised in the Final EIS for consistency with the NEPA Draft EIS, which the
Corps published on September 30, 2016, after the SEPA Draft EIS. The Corps, as the lead federal
agency under the Clean Water Act with jurisdiction of waters of the United States, defined the direct
and indirect impacts study areas for the wetlands analysis. The SEPA co-lead agencies coordinated
with the Corps to establish the indirect impacts study area. Thus, the study area for indirect impacts
has been revised in the Final EIS in coordination with the Corps. Of the 62+ acres of wetland area
referenced by the commenter, only Wetland Y (approximately 3 acres) is within the indirect impacts
study area for wetlands. The remaining acres are outside the wetland study areas for the EIS. The
Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the geographic
limits of the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Impacts on wetlands in the direct impacts study area (i.e., the footprint of the Proposed Action) are
disclosed as permanent wetland loss in the Final EIS. These permanent impacts would be mitigated
as required by the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit process and when mitigated the Clean Water
Act concludes no net loss of wetlands would occur. Impacts on wetlands in the indirect impacts
study area (i.e., the project area and immediate vicinity where wetlands may be affected by
construction or operation of the Proposed Action) include non-fill impacts on Wetland Y. These
impacts are addressed in Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.3, Wetlands, and account for coal dust
impacts on vegetation. Coal in the aquatic environment (including wetlands) and its effect on pH and
water chemistry were addressed in the SEPA Coal Technical Report, and Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section
4.5, Water Quality.

The habitat, water quality, and hydrology (e.g., flood attenuation) functions of wetlands identified in
the direct and indirect impacts study areas were assessed and described in the SEPA Vegetation
Technical Report, and Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.3, Wetlands, and have been revised in the Final
EIS. As stated in the Draft EIS, wetlands in the direct impacts study area would be completely filled
and all wetland functions would be lost. The Clean Water Act Section 404 would require that these
impacts be mitigated to ensure no net loss of wetlands. None of the wetlands in the direct impacts
study area are within Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-mapped 100-year floodplain
or hydrologically connected to Columbia River flows due to the Consolidated Diking Improvement
District No. 1 (CDID #1) levee, which disconnects the project area from Columbia River flows.
Therefore, there is no flood storage of Columbia River flood waters provided by these wetlands.
Because of the CDID #1 ditches, the normal shallow groundwater movement and seepage is changed
so that groundwater does not move toward the river. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater,
further described how shallow groundwater in this area flows away from the Columbia River
toward the CDID #1 ditches. The CDID #1 ditches collect discharged groundwater, which eventually
discharges to the Columbia River at a CDID #1 outfall. All discharge to the Columbia River from the
CDID #1 outfall must meet all water quality standards National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit requirements.

Comment WTL-3

The Draft EIS discusses vessel wakes in terms of erosions and fish stranding but omits the impacts of
vessel wake impacts on wetland systems throughout the lower Columbia River. These systems are
composed of several features, and erosion and wake energy disrupt and erode fringe habitats that
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are critical to long term recovery of the Columbia River estuary ecosystem and would have an
impact toward habitat restoration efforts which this Draft EIS fails to recognize. (3227)

Response to WTL-3

Wetlands that may be present along the lower Columbia River are outside of the wetland study
areas defined in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.3, Wetlands. The Master Response for Geographic
Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the geographic limits of the study areas analyzed in

the EIS.

Comment WTL-4

ID

DEIS Section and/or Page Number

Text
Correction/Revision

Comment

Summary

Page S-21, Wetlands, Construction,
first paragraph, last sentence

4.3 Wetlands

Page 4.3-3, Section 4.3.3.1:
Information Sources

4.3 Wetlands

Page 4.3-6, Figure 4.3-1 Wetlands in
the Study Area

4.3 Wetlands

Page 4.3-9, Figure 4.3-4 Wetlands in
the Study Area - South

The last sentence of
the first paragraph
should be revised to:
“Implementation of the
proposed mitigation
(Table S-2) to prepare a
comprehensive wetland
mitigation plan would
eotld-off-set the
impact.”

Second sub-bullet
should read:

“Bulk Product Terminal
Wetland and
Stormwater Ditch
Reconnaissance
PelineationReport-
Parcel 10213 (Grette
Associates 2014b)”.

Revise figure to
indicate surface water
feature along bank of
Columbia River in
southeast portion of
site as “unsurveyed.”

Revise figure to
indicate surface water
feature along bank of
Columbia River in
southeast portion of
site as “unsurveyed”.

The DEIS states that implementation
of proposed mitigation “would”
compensate for the loss of wetlands
that are filled completely. In next
two sentences discussing partial
filling of Wetland Y, the DEIS states
that implementation of the
proposed mitigation “could” off-set
the impact. This should be changed
to “would” to be consistent with
previous statement regarding
compensatory mitigation.

Bulk Terminal Wetland Report for
Parcel 10213 is misidentified.

The feature in the lower right corner
of the figure categorized as
Surface/Stormwater Features, was
characterized as “unsurveyed” in the
Grette report.

The feature in the lower right corner
of the figure categorized as
Surface/Stormwater Features, was
characterized as “unsurveyed” in the
Grette report.
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Text

ID DEIS Section and/or Page Number Correction/Revision = Comment

E 4.3 Wetlands Revise table. AS1 size Wetland AS1 is reported to be 8.72
Page 4.3-10, Table 4.3-2: Wetlands should be 8.86 acres, acres in size. According to Bulk
Identified in the Study Area instead of 8.72 acres. Product Terminal Wetland and

Wetland total should Stormwater Ditch Reconnaissance
be revised to 87.09 Report-Parcel 10213 (Grette
acres, instead of 86.95  Associates 2014b), Wetland AS1 is
acres. 8.86 acres in size.

F 4.3 Wetlands Area of forested To calculate the area of forested
Page 4.3-11, Section 4.3.4.2 - Scrub- ~ wetlands may be wetland in Section 4.3.4.1, ICF
Shrub Wetlands incorrectly calculated. divided the acreages of wetlands C

and NW4 in half, presumably since
the wetlands are listed as PEM/PFO
and PSS/PFO, respectively. Here, it
appears they used a different
breakdown. Using the above logic,
the total would be 7.46 acres of PSS
wetland as opposed to the 5.10
acres reported in the DEIS. Grette
Associates did not report a
breakdown of wetland classes by
acreage. The EIS text needs to
identify methods used and remain
consistent with the source
documents.

G 4.3 Wetlands Acreage for Emergent Same comment as above. Unclear
Page 4.3-11, Section 4.3.4.3: Wetland may be how the EIS authors came up with
Emergent (Herbaceous) Wetlands incorrectly calculated. this acreage for Emergent Wetland

(73.67 acres) considering several
wetlands have more than one
Cowardin class. This total also
includes the incorrect wetland
acreage in Comment above
regarding Table 4.3-2.

H 4.3 Wetlands Coal dust settling on This topic should be addressed in

Page 4.3-16, Section 4.3.5.1 -
Proposed Action, Construction -
Indirect Impacts

vegetation is identified
as an indirect impact in
the construction
section.

operations rather than construction.
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ID DEIS Section and/or Page Number Correction/Revision = Comment
I 4.3 Wetlands “Any applicant- It is unclear why the DEIS states that
Page 4.3-18, Section 4.3.7.1 - sponsored mitigation the highest wetland mitigation ratio
Applicant Mitigation will be consistent with must be used. The process for
mitigation ratios as developing ratios for wetland
stipulated local, state mitigation is contained in Wetland
and federal guidance Mitigation in Washington State
and regulations.” (Washington State Department of

Ecology, U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Seattle District, and U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency
Region 10, 2006). This guidance,
along with the requirements of the
appropriate local, state and federal
agencies, are used to develop
mitigation ratios for impacts to
wetlands.

In the subsequent paragraph, the
DEIS explains that the mitigation
ratios will be developed “consistent
with current local, state and federal
guidance and regulations”. The
preceding paragraph should be
revised to be consistent with this

statement.
] Volume II Revised the Grette Bulk Terminal Wetland Report for
Appendix A - References 2014b reference as Parcel 10213 is misidentified.

Page A-14, Section 4.3 Wetlands follows:
Grette Associates, LLC.

2014b. Bulk Product
Terminal, Wetland and
Stormwater Ditch
Reconnaissance
DelineationReport-
Parcel 10213.

(3070)

Response to WTL-4

The following describe the changes made to Final EIS Summary, and Chapter 4, Section 4.3,
Wetlands, in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of the above table for
lettering used to identify each comment.

e Comment A: The sentence in Section S.6.2.2 has been revised to be consistent with the language
in Section 4.3: implementation of the proposed mitigation would reduce impacts on wetlands.

e Comments B and J: The Grette report title has been corrected in Section 4.3 and Appendix A.

e Comments C and D: Several surface/stormwater features are shown in Figures 4.3-1 and 4.3-4
and none of them are identified as being surveyed. Providing this notation on figures for the
surface/stormwater feature along the Columbia River does not change the analysis or
conclusions of the EIS.
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e CommentsE, F, and G: The acreages of the wetland study area and all wetland areas in the
study area have been recalculated and updated in Table 4.3-2.

e Comment H: The discussion of coal dust impacts on wetland vegetation in Section 4.3.5.1,
Proposed Action, has been moved from Construction—Indirect Impacts to Operations—Indirect
Impacts.

e CommentI: The statement referenced in Section 4.3.7, Proposed Mitigation Measures, has been
revised to clarify that ratios are one method for determining adequacy of mitigation and that the
sufficiency will be determined by the agencies.
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4.4 Groundwater

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to groundwater.

Comment GW-1

The DEIS fails to disclose the potential impacts of heavy pumping of MBT’s private wells during the
dry season (for purposes of dust suppression) on the City of Longview’s wells. (3327)

Response to GW-1

The goal of Washington State water use laws is to ensure water users comply with the state’s water
laws so that other legal water users are not impaired, water use remains sustainable over the long
term, and the environment is protected for the benefit of people and nature (Washington State
Department of Ecology 2016). The Applicant has a lease with Northwest Alloys, the landowner,
which includes water rights for groundwater withdrawals. The Applicant would operate the coal
export terminal using these water rights or if the water rights have been relinquished, new water
rights could be applied for by the Applicant or Northwest Alloys. The process of applying for new
water rights would account for existing water rights of other water users to ensure their water
rights are not impaired. Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater, describes the historical water
rights for the site and demonstrates that the proposed use of groundwater for the Proposed Action
would be less than 10% of these water rights. The Draft EIS concluded that the Proposed Action’s
use of groundwater would not result in significant adverse impacts on nearby groundwater users,
the City of Longview’s drinking water wells, or the aquifer.

Comment GW-2

There also was no discussion on groundwater impacts to other water users based on the applicant's
large water right volumes. These large water rights could deplete the aquifer locally and adversely
affect nearby water users. I saw discussion of hydrocarbon groundwater contamination, but there is
a possibility for heavy metals leaching from the coal and affecting both surface water and
groundwater. (0311)

Response to GW-2
Refer to Response to GW-1 regarding the evaluation of impacts on groundwater users.

The analysis in the Draft EIS determined it is unlikely heavy metals would leach from coal and affect
surface water or groundwater. As mentioned in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.2, Surface Water and
Floodplains; 4.4, Groundwater; and 4.5, Water Quality, the potential risk for exposure to toxic
chemicals contained in coal would be relatively low, because these chemicals tend to be bound in the
matrix structure and not quickly or easily leached. Additionally, all operational water and
stormwater in the project area would be collected and treated to remove coal and other pollutants
in accordance with the requirements of a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Industrial Stormwater permit. Further, the Applicant would be required to comply with the City of
Longview’s Water Supply Protection Ordinance (Longview Municipal Code [LMC] 17.100), which
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prohibits the discharge of contaminants in the Mint Farm Wellhead Protection Area and requires
certain operations use best management practices.

Comment GW-3

If additional wells are drilled to supply water for dust control in dry weather, how is the aquifer
impacted? Do local wells in the area need to be drilled to a deeper depth? (1922)

Response to GW-3
Refer to Response to GW-1 regarding the evaluation of impacts on groundwater.

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater, described the relationship between the shallow
unconfined aquifer and the deep aquifer. As discussed, there is a limited relationship between the
shallow unconfined aquifer and the deep aquifer in the study area. The shallow aquifer and deep
aquifer are separated from each other by a confining, impervious soil unit consisting of clay and silt
and ranging in thickness from approximately 100 to 200 feet. The shallow aquifer is hydrologically
connected to the Columbia River and groundwater in the shallow aquifer does not contribute
significantly to the deeper aquifer because the deeper aquifer is primarily recharged by aquifers
below the Columbia River (Anchor QEA 2014), rather than surface infiltration through the shallow
aquifer. The hydrology of the project area is primarily driven by Columbia River water levels, which
have a major influence on groundwater elevations in the shallow aquifer. The Mint Farm Regional
Water Treatment Plant’s groundwater wells supply the City of Longview with municipal drinking
water. The plant draws groundwater from the deep aquifer that underlies the study area and not
from the shallow aquifer that also underlies the study area.

Comment GW-4

The project area is within the six-month, 1-year, and 5-year management zones. The Draft EIS states
that the study area is not considered a major source of groundwater recharge for the deep aquifer
and notes only that the construction activities could have an impact on the shallow water aquifer.
The proposed action include compacting 90% of the site, using wick drains to withdraw ground
water, and using surface water to wet down construction dust before treating and pumping to the
Columbia River. These actions, taken together, imply substantial change in ground water
recharge capacity. The Draft EIS admits to a minor point on page 4.4-18, noting that dewatering
trenches may result in temporary fluctuations in the shallow groundwater aquifer. (page 4.4-16).
We believe that the analysis and characterization of groundwater impacts is flawed and that the
Draft EIS should further be analyzed based on appropriate references. (3227)

Response to GW-4

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater, groundwater generally flows from the
Columbia River toward and into the Consolidated Diking Improvement District No. 1 (CDID #1)
drainage ditch system, and is pumped from these ditches by CDID #1 to maintain surface water
levels below Columbia River levels. Preloading of the stockpile pads would consolidate soils beneath
the stockpile pads, which would reduce the conveyance of groundwater within the consolidated
soils. However, groundwater would continue to flow around and beneath, and to a lesser extent
through, these consolidated soils. The direction and volume of groundwater recharge is expected to
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remain relatively constant and would continue to be pumped out of the CDID #1 ditches into the
Columbia River.

As stated in the Draft EIS, trenching activities may intersect groundwater in low-lying areas.
Dewatering of trenches may result in temporary fluctuations in shallow groundwater in the
immediate area. Fluctuations would depend on the rate water enters and is pumped from the
trenches. If water was pumped from the trenches at a rate that exceeded the rate of groundwater
recharge, the groundwater levels may fluctuate. The fluctuations would be temporary, last only the
duration of construction, and would have no long-term impact on groundwater levels in the study
area.

Comment GW-5

The MBT project area contains a critical aquifer recharge area (4.3-17). The DEIS discloses that The
Mint Farm Regional Water Treatment Plant is approximately 6,000 feet east of the eastern boundary
of the project area and supplies drinking water to about 45,000 residents of Longview and the
surrounding area. While the study area does not extend to the Mint Farm regional Water Treatment
Plant, the project area lies within the Wellhead Protection Area (i.e., the 5-year Wellhead Protection
Plan Source Area). (DEIS at 4.4-5)

An important document (Table 5-3 at p. 5-5, February 2012) demonstrates the flow of water in the
Source Delineation Area
(http://www.mylongview.com/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=998).

The plant draws from the deep aquifer, recharged by the Columbia River. Kennedy/Jenks
Consultants (2010) completed water quality and environmental risk assessment as part of the
preliminary design report for the Mint Farm Regional Water Treatment Plant. The risk assessment
included sampling and water quality analysis of the groundwater from the deep aquifer of six wells.
This study found no chemicals in the groundwater above their respective human health screening
levels. (DEIS at 4.4-5)

However, in November 2012, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants repeated the water quality analysis from
the same wells and found manganese and iron levels above the Washington State Department of
Health secondary water quality standards.

They also found that arsenic was present in one of the city’s drinking water wells, though at levels
below the thresholds established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for drinking
water quality standards. (DEIS at 4.4-5, 6) Arsenic is present in PRB coal and Uinta coal. (See Leyda
EXHIBIT and see Table 4.5-4 at p. 4.5-25). Arsenic is present in the Columbia River. DEIS Table 4.5-5
demonstrates a proposed 303(d) listing for impairment for Columbia River in Oregon near River
Mile 64 for arsenic (Table 4.5-3). With repeated exposure to arsenic-tainted DPM and arsenic-laden
coal dust and with 1.5 million metric tons of coal sitting on site at full operation, it is possible that
contamination of this drinking water source by arsenic and other pollutants could be become a
bigger problem that it currently is. (3327)

Response to GW-5

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater, the project area is within the 6-month,
1-year, and 5-year Wellhead Protection and Sanitary Control (WPSC) Areas. However, the coal
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stockpile area is limited to the 5-year WPSC Area. Some improvements to the spur line would be
located in the 6-month and 1-year WPSC Areas.

As further discussed in the Section 4.4, construction and operation of the Proposed Action is not
anticipated to affect or degrade the City of Longview’s drinking water. The iron and manganese in
the aquifer that the Mint Farms wells withdraws water from is naturally occurring and is removed
by the City of Longview via water treatment. The Mint Farm Regional Water Treatment Plant draws
groundwater from the deep aquifer that underlies the area (including the study area) and not from
the shallow aquifer that also underlies the area. The shallow aquifer and deep aquifer are separated
from each other by a confining, impervious soil unit consisting of clay and silt, and the deep aquifer
is primarily recharged by deeper aquifers below the Columbia River (Anchor QEA 2014) rather than
surface infiltration through the shallow aquifer. The project area is not considered a significant
source of groundwater recharge by infiltration because of the low recharge rates of the soils in the
study area (URS Corporation 2014). It would be unlikely that potential surface contamination
(including coal, coal dust, or constituents of coal dust such as arsenic) would reach the deep aquifer
and contaminate drinking water. Further, the Applicant would be required to comply with the City
of Longview Water Supply Protection Ordinance (LMC 17.100), which prohibits the discharge of
contaminants within the Mint Farm Wellhead Protection Area and requires that certain operations
use best management practices. The groundwater recharge and quality impact discussion has been
revised in Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater, to clarify this issue.

As stated in the Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, the potential risk for groundwater to
become contaminated by toxic chemicals contained in coal (e.g., polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
[PAHs] and trace metals) would be relatively low. These impacts have been clarified in the Final EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality.

Comment GW-6

The DEIS fails to identify those who will pay damages if the drinking water sources for the City of
Longview and the City of Rainier are contaminated with pollutants as a result of this project and
must be permanently replaced. It also fails to contemplate the cost of temporary replacement of
clean drinking water. (3327)

Response to GW-6

Refer to Response to GW-5.

Comment GW-7

Rainier’s drinking water wells are located just upstream. Given the tidal influences, that water
source could be subject to contamination by the above pollutants as well. Rainier’s designated well-
head protection area is located near the project site and appears to overlap the project area. (3327)

Response to GW-7

The City of Rainier, Oregon, municipal water is supplied by two surface water intakes: the primary
intake is on Fox Creek and a secondary intake is on the Columbia River. The geographic area
providing water to Rainier’s Fox Creek intake extends upstream approximately 1 to 2 miles and
encompasses 1.67 square miles. The geographic area providing water to Rainier’s Columbia River
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intake extends upstream approximately 12 miles and encompasses 68.42 square miles. These
boundaries are considered the Drinking Water Protection Areas for the City of Rainier’s drinking
water (Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 2013). These Drinking Water Protection Areas
are outside the defined study areas for the analyses of groundwater and surface water for the EIS
(see Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions). Additionally, these areas are beyond the
modeled coal dust deposition area, as reflected in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust.
Therefore, there are no potential impacts on the City of Rainier’s water supply anticipated as a result
of the Proposed Action. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the
rationale for the geographic limits of the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment GW-8

Please look into ground water and aquifer possible contamination. Fluoride, suffer dioxide and
mercury emissions are what you need to look into. Fluoride, suffer dioxide and mercury are
emissions, which could potentially will affect Washington and Oregon State. (1177)

Response to GW-8

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater, assessed potential impacts related to groundwater
and aquifer contamination. The analysis determined that the Proposed Action would be unlikely to
affect groundwater quality during construction or operation.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality, assessed potential impacts related to sulfur dioxide and
mercury emissions, including emissions in Washington State as a result of Asian combustion of coal
exported from the Proposed Action. Fluoride emissions are not a byproduct of diesel combustion.
Fluoride from coal combustion in Asia (in the form of hydrogen fluoride gas or particulates) does
not have the potential for atmospheric transport from Asia to the North American West Coast (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency 1998; Xiao-Yang Yang et al. 2009). Oregon is outside of the
groundwater and air quality study areas. Refer to Master Response Geographic Study Areas of the
EIS for an explanation on how study areas were determined.

Comment GW-9

The Draft EIS provides a detailed description of soil contaminants, including the proposed coal and
how coal leachates may contaminate soils. Although the Draft EIS says they will not encounter or
disturb existing groundwater contamination in the project area, the Cowlitz Indian Tribe would like
to restate that the Applicant plans to compact 2.1 million cubic yards of material into the project
area. The Draft EIS also expressly notes on page 4.5-20 that ‘water discharged from wick drains is
not anticipated to be contaminated, thus no impact on water quality is anticipated.” We disagree
with this assertion and request additional analysis that substantiates the claims made within the
Draft EIS. (3227)

Response to GW-9

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4.5.1, Proposed Action, Construction — Direct Impacts, Degrade
Groundwater Quality during Construction, discussed the potential for contamination from water
discharged from the wick drains. Water discharged from the wick drains would be captured, tested
for contaminants, and treated as necessary prior to discharge to any surface waters. Within the
project area, no cleanup actions have been recommended in the draft Cleanup Action Plan for the
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Former Reynolds Aluminum Smelter, with the exception of two small areas—the eastern corner of
the Flat Storage Area and the northeastern portion of Fill Deposit B-3 (Draft EIS Figure 4.4-5). For
the two areas where overlapping construction and remediation activities could occur, the activities
would be coordinated to reduce conflicts and minimize exposure to the environment. Fluoride and
cyanide levels found in shallow groundwater have limited mobility and do not affect downgradient
groundwater or surface water quality. Therefore, it is possible, but unlikely, that construction of the
Proposed Action would result in groundwater degradation due to disturbing previously
contaminated areas in the study area.

Comment GW-10

The EIS looked only at the effects on the immediate terminal area. Project approval will directly
result in surface mining of massive acreages in the arid west. The surface disruption and pollution or
destruction of ground water resources, which are crucial to ranchers, farmers and other residents of
the West, will be substantial. (2487)

Response to GW-10

The Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions explains why the impacts of coal mining are
not evaluated in the scope of the EIS.

Comment GW-11

Text
ID DEIS Section and/or Page Number Correction/Revision = Comment
A Summary “Water reused on site What is the basis for this

Page S-22, Groundwater, Operations,

second paragraph

B 4.4 Groundwater Page 4.4-16, three
lines above heading for Construction -

Direct Impacts

C SEPA Ground Water Technical Report

Page 2-19

would be brought to
Washington State Class
A Reclaimed Water
standards.”

“Operational activities
that could impact
groundwater geslogy
and-seils include the
following.”

Footnote CAP

completion reference
2015

statement? The Applicant
has not specified a need for
this standard to be met
because the water will be
reused within the coal
stockpile.

Incorrect reference to
geology and soils; should be
reference to groundwater

(3070)

Response to GW-11

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Summary, Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4,
Groundwater, and the SEPA Groundwater Technical Report, in response to these comments. Refer to
the left-most column of the above table for lettering used to identify each comment.

e Comment A: The statement in the Draft EIS Summary regarding Washington State Class A
Reclaimed Water standards was provided in the Millennium Coal Export Terminal Longview,
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Washington, Surface Water Memorandum Supplement to Water Resource Report, provided by the
Applicant (URS Corporation 2014).

e Comment B: The reference to geology and soils has been revised to refer to groundwater in
Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater.

e Comment C: The footnote regarding the Cleanup Action Plan has been revised in the SEPA
Groundwater Technical Report, to inform that the comment period on the Draft Cleanup Action
Plan ended March 18, 2016, and Ecology is currently working to finalize the plan and associated
Consent Decree.
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4.5 Water Quality

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to water quality.

Comment WQ-1

First, I didn't see any attempt to address indirect runoff from this site that could adversely affect
aquatic life. Will proper BMPs be used to prevent such runoff that leaches from the piles of coal?
(0311)

Response to WQ-1

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, described the impacts on water quality from
sediment-laden runoff. As stated in the section, runoff during construction would be required to
meet the terms and conditions of all permits issued for the Proposed Action and water quality
conditions would be maintained in receiving waters. Therefore, construction activities would not be
expected to cause a measurable impact on water clarity, water quality, or biological indicators, and
significant adverse impacts on aquatic life are not anticipated.

During operations, stormwater would be managed in accordance with the requirements of a new
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Industrial Stormwater Permit for the
Proposed Action. Contaminants such as oil and grease, coal dust, and other chemicals could
accumulate on surfaces and would become constituents of site stormwater. All stormwater runoff
would be collected for treatment before being either stored on site for reuse or discharge to the
Columbia River. Stormwater discharged to the Columbia River would be required to meet all state
water quality standards.

The design features and best management practices to be implemented as part of the Proposed
Action to avoid and minimize water quality impacts were listed in Section 4.5.

Comment WQ-2

Please study decreased water quality from coal dust and increased mercury deposition from coal
burning and wind driven transport and its effects on marine life. (0481)

Response to WQ-2

Estimated coal dust deposition along the rail line in Washington State was addressed in Draft EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, evaluated potential
impacts of coal dust deposition on water quality.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality, and Appendix I, Sulfur Dioxide and Mercury Emissions,
presented the results of an analysis conducted to determine the annual mercury deposition amounts
over Washington State associated with coal exported from the Proposed Action. The analysis
concluded the maximum mercury deposition for the Proposed Action by 2040 would represent less
than 0.3% of the total Asian-sourced mercury deposition over Washington State. Therefore, the
Proposed Action would have a negligible impact on mercury deposition in marine waters.
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Comment WQ-3

Deep draft vessels must carry ballast water from their origination for safety and navigation. Any
analysis must take into consideration the chemical, physical, and biological impacts of dumping
millions of cubic meters of foreign water into the Columbia River, as well as the changes in salinity in
cases of low river flow that can change hydrology. In addition to the direct chemical impact of the
seawater, there is the high potential for the release and possible colonization of invasive plants,
animals and pathogens, including those harmful to human health. Untreated ballast water is
responsible for the introductions of numerous invasive species on the Pacific coast, Zebra and
Quagga mussels in the Great Lakes, and potential human health risks like typhus. To prevent the
potential introduction of foreign plants, animals and pathogens, all ballast water releases must be
filtered of all organisms, including pathogens. Ships are required to conduct open water ocean
exchange or utilize an onboard ballast water treatment to ensure that foreign low salinity organisms
are not transported into the Columbia. However, these treatment options are not always conducted
successfully, or, in the case of rough water, the vessel may not be able to release its ballast in the
ocean. To address these risks the Millennium coal terminal should include a closed-loop water
treatment system on the terminal site. The absence of such treatment capability makes the proposal
unacceptable. (3287)

Response to WQ-3

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, described potential indirect impacts of vessel
transport related to the Proposed Action, including the potential to introduce contaminants from
ballast water; this section in the Final EIS has been revised to better reflect the federal and state
regulatory requirements for ballast discharge. As described under Operations—Indirect Impacts,
although ballast water could contain invasive species that could result in harm or displace native
aquatic species, the vessels calling under the Proposed Action would be required to comply with
existing state and federal regulations, which would reduce the likelihood of these impacts.
Specifically, Proposed Action-related vessels would be required to implement one of the following
ballast water management methods per U.S. Coast Guard ballast discharge regulations (33 CFR
151.2025): install a ballast water management system, use only water from a U.S. public water
system, not discharge ballast water, or discharge ballast to a facility onshore or to another vessel for
treatment. Regardless of the ballast water management option selected by vessel operators, all
ballast water discharge must meet the ballast discharge standards per 33 CFR 151.2030 and EPA
NPDES Vessel General Permit standards. In addition, the Washington State ballast discharge
regulations (Revised Code of Washington [RCW] 77.120.040) include reporting, monitoring, and
sampling requirements of ballast water, and all vessels must submit nonindigenous species ballast
water monitoring data. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife may also board and inspect
vessels under Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 220-150-033 without advance notice to
provide technical assistance, assess compliance, and enforce the requirements of Washington State
ballast water management program laws and regulations. All vessel operators would be required to
comply with federal and state ballast regulations or risk penalties for violations.

Comment WQ-4

My daughter is doing biology research at WSUV about invasive plant species and she has brought up
concerns about these additional 840 vessels per year, and the practice of discharging ballast water.
The DEIS says it would be regulated at the state and federal level, so we can hope that during this
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permitting process the state and federal agencies will take into consideration the sheer size of the
increase in ship traffic and the effects of invasive species in our waterways. Let alone the admitted
potential for spills and accidents every year and the significant impact that will have to our water,
wildlife, and aquatic life! Not acceptable. (1431)

Response to WQ-4

Refer to Response to WQ-3 regarding consideration of impacts from ballast water. Draft EIS Chapter
5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, evaluated potential impacts on vessel transportation and safety
in the study area from Proposed Action-related vessel traffic, including the potential increase in risk
of an allision, collision, grounding, or emergency. The section acknowledged that the likelihood of a
serious incident is very low, but if an incident were to occur, impacts could be significant.

Comment WQ-5

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Department of Natural Resources is also
concerned about ballast water intake/discharge; we believe it requires further analysis than that
provided in the current DEIS. This has been an issue with earlier proposed projects (e.g., Bradwood
Landing LNG Terminal), and it would appear that many outstanding questions and uncertainties
remain. Questions presented by ballast water include:

e Would vessels traversing the river and using the facility’s docks be perpetually discharging
and/or withdrawing ballast water?

e What measures would be taken to ensure that no invasive or otherwise unwanted species enter
the Columbia River?

e What measures would be taken to ensure salmon or other species would not be entrained in
intake water or impinged on screens, if that is an issue?

e Would vessels be foreign-flagged, and if so, how would provisions requiring ballast water
measures be monitored or enforced?

e Has the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife made any findings or recommendations on
this subject? (3302)

Response to WQ-5
Refer to Response to WQ-3 regarding consideration of impacts from ballast water.

It is not anticipated that fish entrainment or impingement would occur in the study area for the
analysis of potential impacts on fish because vessels would be loading coal and discharging ballast
so there would not likely be water intake for ballast in the Columbia River. The Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife did not make any comment or express any concerns with potential
ballast impacts in its comment letter on the Draft EIS.

Refer to Response to WQ-4 regarding the evaluation of risk related to vessel transportation under
the Proposed Action.
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Comment WQ-6

Coal from existing coal trains is currently being discharged directly into the Columbia River and its
tributaries in violation of the Clean Water Act. The DEIS fails to consider the violations of the federal
Clean Water Act that would result from the project. (1434)

Response to WQ-6

As stated in the SEPA Coal Technical Report, there are no known statutes (including the Clean Water
Act), regulations, or guidelines at the federal, state, or local level that are specific to spills of
elemental unprocessed coal. Mitigation is proposed for a cleanup plan related to a coal spill. Impacts
from coal spills on the natural environment were addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5,
Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife.

Comment WQ-7
Violation of the Clean Water Act

Coal dust from the 2-3 trains per day currently running through the Columbia River Gorge already
violates standards for the Clean Water Act. An additional 16 trains per day (full + empty) would take
this pollution to a disastrous level. I am sure you are aware that a coalition for opponents to the
terminal have brought suit against BNSF and Arch Coal for violation of the Act. I have seen the
evidence and it is overwhelming. The suit has stood through several challenges by the defendants,
and a victory for the plaintiffs seems likely. You should at least review the evidence in this case and
include it in your analysis. If the plaintiffs win, you will look incompetent or corrupt should you
recommend approval of the permits without even having considered this evidence. (2560)

Response to WQ-7

Refer to Response to WQ-6 regarding coal spill regulations. The Final EIS notes the agreement for
Sierra Club Inc. et al. v. BNSF Railway Company et al. (case number 2:13-cv-00967) regarding coal
deposition from trains.

Comment WQ-8

The EIS must consider whether the proposed project is compatible with the CWA. WAC 197-11-
330(3)(e)(iii). However, the DEIS fails to identify, analyze, and propose mitigation measures for the
project’s direct or indirect impacts caused by coal spilled from every coal car that would transport
coal to the proposed terminal. Further, the DEIS fails to identify the need for an NPDES permit for
the transportation of coal to the terminal and the fact that it is likely impossible for an NPDES permit
to be issued for the transportation component of the project. These elements must be added to the
EIS to fully disclose the slate of impacts that the proposed action would have. (2508)

Response to WQ-8

Refer to Response to WQ-6 regarding coal spill regulations.
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Comment WQ-9

How is the runoff water from the dust control treated? (1922)

Response to WQ-9

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.2, Surface Water and Floodplains, and 4.5, Water
Quality, all surface water runoff generated during construction and operation of the Proposed Action
would be managed in accordance with the NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit and NPDES
Industrial Stormwater Permit for the Proposed Action. These permits would require that any
discharge of stormwater to the Columbia River or other receiving waters meet all state water quality
standards. All stormwater runoff would be collected and treated and either stored on site for reuse
or discharged to the Columbia River. Monitoring of treated stormwater would ensure state water
quality standards are met for all water discharged to the Columbia River.

Comment WQ-10

Please consider another item related to coal dust along the tracks. There is no safe level for lead in
water. We know that lead is in the coal dust. Runoff from those tracks will end up in waterways
where lead will accumulate in the organisms within the food chain. (2270)

Response to WQ-10

Estimated coal dust deposition along the rail line in Washington State was addressed in Draft EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, and
4.7, Fish, evaluated potential impacts of coal dust deposition on water quality, vegetation, and fish.
The analysis concluded the potential risk for exposure to toxic chemicals contained in coal (e.g.,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs] and trace metals, including lead) would be relatively low
as these chemicals tend to be bound in the matrix structure and not quickly or easily leached; trace
elements of concern (including lead) are evaluated. Bioaccumulation in relation to coal in the
aquatic environment is addressed in the coal spills analysis in the SEPA Coal Technical Report.

Comment WQ-11

The DEIS seems to dismiss as negligible the surface runoff from the proposed plant. This conclusion
should be re-assessed in light of the recent research from NOAA and Washington State University's
Research and Extension Lab at Puyallup showing that adult Coho salmon die within hours of
exposure to urban stormwater runoff. (2440)

Response to WQ-11

Refer to Response to WQ-9 regarding stormwater management and permits.

The commenter has not provided the specific citation for the study mentioned. However, it is likely
that the referenced study is the National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS), and Washington State University Puyallup Research and Extension
Center’s study titled Coho Salmon Spawner Mortality in Western US Urban Watersheds: Bioinfiltration
Prevents Lethal Storm Water Impacts that was published in 2015 in the Journal of Applied Ecology.
One of the conclusions of the study was that untreated urban runoff was lethal to adult coho salmon.
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This conclusion cannot be used to infer that runoff generated by the Proposed Action would be
similarly lethal to coho salmon because all runoff generated at the proposed terminal would be
collected and treated prior to discharge to the Columbia River. Discharge of stormwater to the
Columbia River would be required to meet all state water quality standards.

Comment WQ-12

Section 4.5 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement does not consider the impact of thermal
pollution from coal storage operations to water quality. As noted at 4.5-9 the Columbia River faces
water quality issues and the vicinity of the project area is currently a candidate for Category 5
restrictions for temperature by Washington State Department of Ecology. As such any waters exiting
facility operations that are returned to the natural environment at a higher temperature than
ambient water temperature should be modeled and fully considered as a negative impact. Coal
storage operations proposed for the site will involve dust suppression of 75 acres of coal stockpiles
which together with heated stormwater runoff will be contributing excess thermal pollution to the
Columbia River. (3287)

Response to WQ-12

Refer to Response to WQ-9 regarding stormwater management and permits. Referenced standards
include those for temperature.

Comment WQ-13

Water temperatures in the mainstem Columbia River frequently exceed applicable water quality
criteria—temperature standards are often violated. Water temperatures are critically important to
salmon survival and health; excessive temperatures can be devastating to salmon, as we witnessed
in 2015 when the overwhelming majority of endangered Snake River sockeye died inriver. Climate
change promises to only make matters worse. The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
Reservation Department of Natural Resources would like to see further exploration of water
temperature aspects of the project—specifically, whether operations at the site and the
infrastructure supplying it will result in more water temperature problems and associated threats to
tribal resources. Will all water discharged from the site meet water quality criteria, for temperature
and all other constituents? Will there be enforceable measures to contain on-site all substances and
materials that do not meet environmental standards? (3302)

Response to WQ-13

Subsequent to the issuance of the Draft EIS, Washington State finalized its 2012 water quality
assessment and 303(d) list of impaired waters, and the Columbia River in the study area is listed as
impaired (Category 5) for temperature. This new information is presented in Final EIS Chapter 4,
Section 4.5, Water Quality.

Refer to Response to WQ-9 regarding stormwater management and permits. Because all discharge
from the project area must not exceed state water quality standards, including those for
temperature, no mitigation was proposed.
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Comment WQ-14

The Draft EIS inappropriately narrowly defines the water quality study area as within 300 feet of the
project area, into the Columbia River. The Draft EIS does not recognize any impacts to water quality
beyond 1 mile downstream of the project area even within the ‘indirect’ project effects category.
However, it is the opinion of the Cowlitz Tribe that the direct effects on water quality should be
considered for the Columbia River downstream of the project area and into the Pacific Ocean within
the Columbia River plume. (page 4.5-3) The Cowlitz Indian Tribe would like to point out to the
Applicant that water flows downstream. (3227)

Response to WQ-14

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment WQ-15

Although there are serious water quality issues associated with the main-stem Columbia River, this
proposal does not adequately display interest in mitigating the effects associated by the project
proposal itself. On page 4.5-27, the Draft EIS writes that the Columbia River is listed as impaired for
a number of pollutants, and continued discharge of project area pollutants (arsenic, fecal coliform,
and dioxin noted as three such) at existing levels would not cause a measureable impact on water
quality. We disagree with this assertion. The proposed action would only exacerbate already
dilapidated water quality concerns for the main-stem Columbia River. The Draft EIS does not
adequately describe the expected materials, quantities, or methods that would allow a reviewer to
evaluate their proposal to protect water quality. As an example, the Draft EIS states that the
“contractor shall use tarps or other containment methods when cutting, drilling, or performing over-
water construction that might generate a discharge to prevent debris, sawdust, concrete and asphalt
rubble, and other materials from entering the water.” This information infers that a tarp is adequate
protection against concrete rubble entering the Columbia River. (page 4.5-17) We disagree with this
approach toward safe-guards toward water quality concerns. (3227)

Response to WQ-15
Refer to Response to WQ-9 regarding stormwater management and permits.

The specific mitigation measure pointed out by the commenter does not limit the contractor to the
use of tarps as the only method of containment to catch and prevent materials from reaching surface
waters. As stated, “other containment methods” may be used. The appropriate method of
containment would be determined during the permitting process and by the construction
contractors at the time of construction; the specific containment method would ultimately depend
on the specific waste materials that would be generated at the time of construction, which would be
based on the construction materials used as determined by the final engineering and design plan for
the Proposed Action.

Comment WQ-16

In a major point, dredged materials will be placed in approximately 80 to 110 acres in or adjacent to
the shipping channel between River Miles (RM) 60 and 66. This impact area is not discussed in
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further detail in the Draft EIS and indeed has not yet been identified as a specific area. (page 4.7-22).
We request additional analysis in this regard. (3227)

Response to WQ-16

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, prior to obtaining a dredging permit,
the Applicant would conduct site-specific sediment sampling to characterize the proposed dredge
material and ensure compliance with the dredged materials management plan. If flow lane disposal
is approved, standard best management practices for working in aquatic areas would be followed to
maintain water-quality conditions, as described in Section 4.5. The specific location(s) of dredge
materials disposal would be determined in coordination with the Corps, Ecology, and other agencies
under the Dredged Material Management Program. As noted in Section 4.5, recent authorizations for
flow lane disposal of dredged materials in the Columbia River in the vicinity of the project area were
generally in or adjacent to the navigation channel between approximately river miles 60 and 66.

Comment WQ-17

The DEIS does not provide adequate detail about the potential to re-suspend contaminated
sediments due to vessel movement and prop wash. Sediments contaminated with PAHs, PCBs, and
PBDESs exist along the lower Columbia River, and vessel traffic remobilization of bed materials may
transport and redistribute existing contaminants. Resuspension of existing contaminants would
likely violate water quality standards, which could not be readily prevented or otherwise mitigated.

The DEIS fails to disclose contaminated sediment and a pending cleanup action at MBT (Ex. 33
(Ecology Agreed Order Amendment No. 8940). Chemical analyses of sediments at the site revealed
one location near Outfall 002A where PAHs exceeded screening levels. Near Outfall 0024, sediments
exceeded bioassay performance standards. Accordingly, Ecology Agreed Order Amendment No.
9040 requires dredging of up to 5,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediments. The Co-leads should
analyze sediment samples from MBT and incorporate those analyses in the FEIS. (3277)

Response to WQ-17

Propeller wash was addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, which concluded
the likelihood of temporary, localized increases in turbidity from vessel movement would be low in
the study area. The Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, has been revised to include
additional information from Counihan et al. (2014), which describe surveys of sediment
contaminants in several reaches of the lower Columbia River. The surveys found that contaminant
presence and concentrations in the deeper parts of the river channel are lower than other areas of
the river channel and typically have coarser sediments compared to shallower nearshore areas.
Thus, it is unlikely that contaminant resuspension would be an issue given the low potential for
turbidity from vessel movements in the study area and lower occurrence and concentrations of
contaminants in the navigation channel.

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, described the draft cleanup action plan
referenced by the commenter and the area of sediment quality testing (Figure 3.6-3). Final EIS
Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, reflects the addition of text describing testing and
characterization of wastes from vertical drains installed as part of soil consolidation prior to
disposal. The draft cleanup action plan for the Applicant’s leased area describes proposed cleanup
actions to protect human health and the environment, meet state cleanup standards, and comply
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with other applicable state and federal laws. The cleanup activities in the Applicant’s leased area are
independent of the Proposed Action. Construction of the Proposed Action and cleanup activities
would be coordinated to avoid and minimize conflicts and potential exposure to construction
personnel and the environment.

Comment WQ-18

The DEIS also understates the toxic impacts of coal dust. The DEIS states, “One review of the
chemical composition of coal dust (U.S. Geological Survey 2007) suggests that the risk of exposure to
concentrations in toxic materials (e.g., PAHs and trace metals) from coal are low because the
concentrations are low and the chemicals bound to coal are not easily leached.” The DEIS fails to
address other studies identifying risks from toxic materials in coal dust. The Co-Leads should
evaluate the expert report prepared by Leyda Consulting, Inc., on proposed Morrow Pacific coal
export project (hereafter “Leyda Report”) (Ex. 50 (Leyda Consulting, Inc., Ecological Impacts of
Proposed Coal Shipping on the Columbia River Port of Morrow and Port Westward, OR (2012)). The
Leyda Report includes an in-depth toxicology report on coal dust. (3277)

Response to WQ-18

The information in the Draft EIS and supporting SEPA Coal Technical Report, that addresses the
effects of coal in the aquatic environment was drawn from the cited Ahrens and Morrisey (2005)
report. This 53-page report published in Oceanography and Marine Biology: An Annual Review is a
meta-summary study of this subject matter based on over 185 scientific studies that have looked at
the chemical or physical effects of unburnt coal on the biology of freshwater and marine
environments. The Leyda toxicology review draws from nine scientific studies, some of which are
included in the Ahrens and Morrisey meta-summary study. The SEPA Coal Technical Report,
provides additional information and analysis on this topic. Information in the Leyda report does not
change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS.

Further, cleanup, monitoring studies, impacts, and associated documents of an actual coal train spill
event (in 2014) into a stream and lake in Burnaby British Columbia were reviewed, and information
and analysis on this event is provided in Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, and the SEPA Coal
Technical Report.

Comment WQ-19

The DEIS fails to disclose the fact that dredging and construction of the docks could impact drinking
water. MBT dredging would increase water depth in the dredge prism by up to 16 feet (DEIS at 4.7-
22). How will this impact the quality and quantity of drinking water and the movement of water in
the city’s wellhead protection area? (3327)

Response to WQ-19

Dredging and construction of the docks would not have impact on groundwater and therefore was
not discussed in the EIS. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater, evaluated potential impacts
of the Proposed Action on groundwater, including potential impacts on drinking water. There are
two aquifers beneath the study area, a shallow aquifer and a deep aquifer. The Mint Farm Regional
Water Treatment Plant’s groundwater wells supply the City of Longview with municipal drinking
water, and the plant draws groundwater from the deep aquifer and not from the shallow aquifer.
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The shallow aquifer and deep aquifer are separated from each other by a confining, impervious soil
unit consisting of clay and silt, and the deep aquifer is primarily recharged by deeper aquifers below
the Columbia River (Anchor QEA 2014). The dredging activities would remove river bottom
sediments, which would not be deep enough to intercept the gravel of the deep aquifer; therefore,
impacts on the volume, quality, or movement of deep aquifer groundwater in the wellhead
protection area are not anticipated.

Comment WQ-20

The DEIS fails to disclose the potential individual and cumulative impacts from a spill of bunker oil,
emissions of coal dust, and exposure to diesel PM 365 days each year for 50 years at and near the
terminal. These impacts can degrade the quality of drinking water for Longview residents. The DEIS
fails to clearly show what the effects of pre-operation wicking and compression may have on the
movement of surface water or on the movement of legacy pollutants like benzene and arsenic, which
could degrade drinking water. The DEIS fails to identify the contaminants and pollutants which will
flow into the Columbia River as treated wastewater, untreated surface water or as overflow from
storms. That water could include diesel pollution, toxic coal dust, fuel spills, asbestos, lead, and
arsenic from demolition projects. Leaks and spills from associated barges, tugs, Panamax-class, and
Handymax-class vessels can foul the water that recharges the drinking water aquifer. (3327)

Response to WQ-20

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, acknowledged that, if a vessel incident
occurred, the impacts could be significant, depending on the nature and location of the incident, the
weather conditions at the time, and whether any oil is discharged. Although the likelihood of a
serious incident is very low, there are no mitigation measures that can completely eliminate the
possibility of an incident or the resulting impacts. The Proposed Action would increase vessel traffic,
which would incrementally increase the likelihood of vessel incidents, and impacts from a vessel
incident could affect national wildlife refuges within the vessel transportation study areas along the
Columbia River. However, given the existing vessel traffic in the Columbia River, potential impacts
from a vessel incident involving a Proposed Action-related vessel would be similar to impacts that
could under existing conditions or the No-Action Alternative. Therefore, such impacts are not
analyzed in the EIS..

As stated in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, the risk of spills associated with vessels
would be low. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, evaluated the risk of vessel-
related incidents. Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, discussed actions to be
taken for emergency response and cleanup. The City of Longview’s Wellhead Protection Program
(WHPP) states that most contaminant spills in the Columbia would be expected to be flushed
downstream rapidly (City of Longview 2016). Therefore, it is unlikely a spill from a vessel would
affect the deep aquifer that provides drinking water to the City of Longview.

The ecological impacts of coal dust, including screening levels for freshwater, were addressed in
Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7 Coal Dust; potential coal dust impacts on water quality were
addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality. Impacts associated with diesel
particulate (PM) emissions are addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.6, Air Quality. Cumulative
impacts and the explanation of the scope of the cumulative analysis was provided in Draft EIS
Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts.
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As discussed in the Draft EIS, construction and operation of the Proposed Action is not anticipated to
degrade the City of Longview’s drinking water. The Mint Farm Regional Water Treatment Plant
draws groundwater from the deep aquifer that underlies the area (including the study area) and not
from the shallow aquifer that also underlies the area. The shallow aquifer and deep aquifer are
separated from each other by a confining, impervious soil unit consisting of clay and silt, and the
deep aquifer is primarily recharged by deeper aquifers below the Columbia River (Anchor QEA
2014) rather than surface infiltration through the shallow aquifer. Further, the project area is not
considered a significant source of groundwater recharge by infiltration because of the low recharge
rates of the soils in the study area. Therefore, it would be unlikely that any potential surface
contamination (including coal, coal dust, or constituents of coal dust) would reach the deep aquifer
and contaminate drinking water.

Any groundwater encountered by wicking and compression would be from the shallow aquifer that
underlies the study area. In addition, as stated in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.4, Groundwater,
water discharged from the wick drains would be captured, tested for contaminants, and treated
prior to discharge to any surface waters.

Refer to Response to WQ-9 regarding stormwater management and permits. Draft EIS Chapter 3,
Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, assessed whether the Proposed Action would have the
potential to affect utility service directly by altering the water supply or wastewater conveyance
system.

Comment WQ-21

Water Quality; Section 4.5, Page 20. This section provides minimal description of initial and periodic
maintenance dredging impacts and should provide more specifics on the impacts to water quality at
the site. The FEIS should also address the rate at which contaminants from upriver may deposit in
the dredged area and whether this is a concern for biota that occupy this area. (2691)

Response to WQ-21

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5.5.1, Proposed Action, assessed potential impacts related to dredging
for the proposed berth and maintenance dredging. The analysis provided found that the Proposed
Action would not result in unavoidable significant adverse impacts on water quality from dredging.

An analysis of potential impacts on study area biota from upriver contaminants unrelated to the
Proposed Action is outside the scope of the EIS. Any sediments that accumulate in the dredged area
would be removed every few years during maintenance dredging, which would be conducted in
accordance with appropriate state and federal permits that would be needed to complete
maintenance dredging and disposal activities.

Comment WQ-22

Waves and Prop Scour, Section 4.5. Pages 26 and 28 identify limited impacts in the turning basin due
to use of tugs to maneuver ships into place in correlation to depth of dredged area of 20" to 40"+
depth in this area. The FEIS should provide further details on whether prop scour could impact bank
stability of dredged slopes. Will this impact shoreline stability and vegetation? The conclusion in
Section 4.5 of the DEIS that vessels calling at Docks 2 and 3 would have sufficient depth to minimize
the potential for prop-wash should also be revisited given that the proposed facility will have a
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depth of 43 feet and 80% of the vessels calling at the facility will be Panamax vessels, apparently
with drafts of at least 42 feet (DEIS 2-16 n. 13; Table 4.5-13). The EIS should address dredging,
turbidity and scour assuming the largest vessels expected to call at the facility during all river
conditions. (2691)

Response to WQ-22

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, assessed potential impacts related to dredging,
turbidity, and scour based on the largest vessels that would serve the Proposed Action (i.e.,
Panamax-class vessels). The Columbia River navigation channel is maintained at a depth sufficient
to accommodate Panamax-class vessels. Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, reflects the
addition text describing how the orientation of the docks to the navigation channel, the depth of the
berthing basin, the slope of the berthing basin, and the coarse sediments typical of the mainstem
Columbia River, and how these elements would reduce the potential impacts associated with
propeller wash and scour.

Large, deep-draft vessels arriving at and departing from Docks 2 and 3 would require the use of two
tugboats to assist with docking and undocking (as stated in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel
Transportation). As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, cargo vessels
typically do not engage their main propeller during docking and undocking, and thus would not be
expected to cause propeller wash-related scour of the side slopes or bottom of the dredge prism.
Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, has been updated to more fully describe these
operations. As noted in the Draft EIS, propeller wash from tugboats would be nearer the surface and
would, thus, have less potential to result in scour or erosion of bottom sediments. In comparison to
the energy with which the Columbia River would act upon the berthing basin, the impacts from
propeller wash would be negligible.

Comment WQ-23

Water Quality, Page 4.5-22. The EIS should assess and mitigate for indirect impacts including
continued leaching of creosote associated with the timber pile dikes remaining in the sediment from
cut pilings. (2691)

Response to WQ-23

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 4. Section 4.5, Water Quality, implementation of standard best
management practices would minimize impacts related to the temporary suspension of sediments
and an increase in exposure to creosote at the project area. If a pile cannot be fully removed, the pile
would be cut 2 feet below the riverbed and the subsequent hole would be capped/filled with clean
sand. This is a standard best management practice to avoid and minimize potential continued
leaching of creosote into the surrounding aquatic environment.

Comment WQ-24

Water Quality, Page 4.5-25. Depending on the abundance of sulfide minerals in the coal, local
acidification can result from coal dust entering water along the Columbia River. Although sulfur is
not listed in Table 4.5-4 as an element of environmental concern, the Powder River Basin and
Wyodak coal beds do contain sulfur (Stricker and Ellis, 1999) and should be considered in assessing
water quality impacts in the FEIS. (2691)
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Response to WQ-24

Sulfur content in coal, its related acid-generating potential, and potential resultant chemical effects
in water are discussed in the SEPA Coal Technical Report. As described in the technical report and
the Draft EIS, coal from the Powder River Basin and Uinta Basin are low-sulfur coal, and would not
favor dissolution of metals into the aquatic environment. If any metals were released, their
concentrations would likely be diluted by the river’s velocity and discharge volumes. Further, the
amount of coal dust that would be emitted from the proposed coal export terminal during
operations would be less than the trigger level for sensitive areas (Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7,
Coal Dust). Any coal dust that would reach the Columbia River would be diluted due to the
continuous flushing action of the river.

Comment WQ-25

In order to fully address "water quality concerns” and other environmental issues, long-term effects
need to be evaluated; including the potential for bioaccumulation. Coal dust suppressants should be
evaluated in both freshly applied as well as aged and weathered forms. The potential for synergistic
effects with coal dust should be examined in the FEIS (Tien and Kim 1997; U.S. EPA 2002). (2691)

Response to WQ-25

Bioaccumulation in relation to coal in the aquatic environment is addressed in the SEPA Coal
Technical Report.

As stated in the SEPA Coal Technical Report, per the BNSF Coal Loading Rule, BNSF must reduce coal
emissions by at least 85%. Topper agents (i.e., surfactants) are applied to the surface of the coal
loaded in rail cars to limit coal dust loss during rail transport. The Safe Harbor provision in BNSF’s
Coal Loading Rule identifies five acceptable topper agents and application rates that BNSF states
have been shown to reduce coal dust losses by at least 85% when used in conjunction with coal load
profiling. A shipper can use any of the five approved topping agents. As stated in the SEPA Water
Quality Technical Report, and Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, these agents generally
consist of glue (polyvinyl acetate), alkyl alcohol, guar gum, or vegetable oils mixed with water. These
chemicals could enter the Columbia River directly from spills during loading or unloading; however,
they are nontoxic and would not introduce pollutants of concern (Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry 1992).

The abstract for the Tien and Kim (1997) study shows that coal dust suppressants have varying
levels of effectiveness, which can be dependent on the characteristics of the coal that is sprayed; the
study does not address potential effects of coal dust suppressants on the environment.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2002) expert panel summary addresses potential
impacts of various dust suppressants for common uses, e.g., construction sites, unpaved roads,
landfills, harvested fields. Suppressing dust for these types of activities involve spraying
suppressants in the open environment and directly on the ground, which can result in wind-blown
movement of the suppressant during spraying and movement of suppressants sprayed directly on
the ground, which could end up reaching surface waters, vegetation, and other biological resources.
This is different than spraying coal dust suppressants in a building and concentrating the spray
directly onto coal contained in a rail car (as is the case in the spray facilities at coal mines and the
BNSF Pasco coal spray facility).
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Comment WQ-26

['m reviewing the documents on impacts of surface water and groundwater, and I'm very concerned
about—I keep seeing reference to the use of surfactants which are sprayed to reduce coal dust.
Nowhere have I seen details about the impact of that product on the ecosystem. It's seen as a good
thing that will reduce dust, but it is a toxic chemical in itself and needs to be examined. That is a
piece of information that is not adequately covered in the EIS presently. (TRANS-LV-Q3-00015)

Response to WQ-26

As stated in the SEPA Coal Technical Report, per the BNSF Coal Loading Rule, BNSF must reduce coal
emissions by at least 85%. Topper agents (i.e., surfactants) are applied to the surface of the coal
loaded in rail cars to limit coal dust loss during rail transport. The Safe Harbor provision in BNSF’s
Coal Loading Rule identifies five acceptable topper agents and application rates that BNSF states
have been shown to reduce coal dust losses by at least 85% when used in conjunction with coal load
profiling. A shipper can use any of the five approved topping agents. As stated in the SEPA Water
Quality Technical Report, and Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, these agents generally
consist of glue (polyvinyl acetate), alkyl alcohol, guar gum, or vegetable oils mixed with water. These
chemicals could enter the Columbia River directly from spills during loading or unloading; however,
they are nontoxic and would not introduce pollutants of concern (Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry 1992).

Comment WQ-27

Coal dust would cover areas along the rail line, and contaminants would jeopardize water resources.
(1726)

Response to WQ-27

Potential coal dust impacts along the rail lines were addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7,
Coal Dust, and potential coal dust impacts on the aquatic environment were addressed in Draft EIS
Chapter 4, Sections 4.5 Water Quality, and 4.7, Fish.

Comment WQ-28

The DEIS completely ignores the impacts of new or expanded coal mining that would be induced by
the proposed coal terminal. The port’s proposed capacity of 44 million metric tons per year is
equivalent to all of the coal annually mined in Montana. Any new mining resulting from this port
would impact southeastern Montana and Northern Wyoming, where coal seams act as aquifers.
Digging them up endangers water quality and quantity, and negatively affects agriculture. (3479)

Response to WQ-28

The Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions addresses the commenter’s concern
regarding coal mining and explains why coal mining activities are generally not evaluated in the EIS.
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Comment WQ-29

From the Draft EIS, besides looking at health, and we need to look at waterways. Really only the
Columbia is closely looked at in the EIS. I ask you to start with Lake Ponderay, where the Spokane
aquifer begins. I ask you to examine the number of trestles that cross Lake Ponderay. I ask you to
address the Snake River because trains will come up from the Snake. The Spokane River, the
Columbia River, and to do a better job for the tribes and the fish populations at Longview. I found
that section totally inadequate, lacking scientific detail, lacking the names of the fisheries, locations
of the fisheries, the names of the tribes. I ask you to create an environmental infrastructure section
where you look at the transport at least from the Washington/Idaho line, but really you need to start
in Montana and go all the way through all the rivers and waterway, look at the number of trestles
and the number of bridges over water. (TRANS-SPOKANE-M2-00045)

Response to WQ-29

The water bodies identified by the commenter are outside the water quality study area for the EIS.
The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment WQ-30

The DEIS discloses that “Day-to-day rail operations could release contaminants to water resources
immediately adjacent to the rail line, resulting in the potential for water quality impairment from
increased rail transportation.” (Summary at S-24.) That means multiple unidentified sources of
precious drinking water could be impaired. The DEIS fails to identify by name and location all
domestic and municipal water systems that could be harmed by a derailment and spill of coal trains
and/or coal vessel fire and fuel spill. How many people are served by those systems? Who will pay
for monitoring and cleanup when and if municipal drinking water sources are fouled in Washington,
Oregon, Idaho, Utah, Colorado and/or Montana? (3327)

Response to WQ-30

The potential impacts on water quality from Proposed Action-related trains would be substantially
the same as potential impacts related to other BNSF or UP trains. Regarding the study area, the
Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas
analyzed in the EIS.

Comment WQ-31

DEIS Section and/or Page

ID Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
A 4.5 Water Quality “Removing 4:312 4,263 square  This is a global edit regarding
Global comment on number of feet of river bottom for 636 an incorrectly stated number of
piles 603 piles used for the proposed piles and associated pile
docks below OHW.” footprint. The current pile
numbers are 622 total, 603 of
which would be below OHW.

This results in removal of 4,263
sq ft of river bottom (Grette
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ID

DEIS Section and/or Page
Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-1, end of first sentence

4.5 Water Quality

Page 4.5-3, Local Regulations,
Statutes, and Guidelines for Water
Quality, Table 4.5-1

4.5 Water Quality

Page 4.5-14, bulleted list, 5th
primary bullet

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-16, first primary bullet

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-17, fifth primary bullet

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-18, top of page

Period missing
“....recreational activities The
quality of.......”

Missing City of Longview
Stormwater Ordinance that is
presented in the Technical
Report

Starting with the fifth first-
level bullet on the page
(“Stormwater, sediment and
erosion control...), the list of
commitments is not
consistent with and
significantly more extensive
than the list provided in
Section 3.1 Impacts of the
SEPA Water Quality Technical
Report

Add the word pile before
extraction “Where possible,
pile extraction equipment...”

5th Bullet: “Project
construction would limit the
impact of turbidity”-clarify if
this reference is to pile
removal or construction in
general

Delete 8th bullet: “Project
construction would limit the
impact of turbidity”

The last two bullets under
section 4.5.5.1 Proposed
Action, have been added to
the DEIS text and are not
present in the Water Quality
Technical Report in the list of
potential impacts resulting
from the Proposed Action:
“Operations of 16 trains a day
Operations of 70 ships a
month”

Associates, LLC. 2014; Table 1,
p.17).
typo

Establishes methods for
controlling the introduction of
runoff and pollutants into the
municipal storm drain system
(MS4) in order to comply with
requirements of the Western
Washington Phase Il Municipal
Stormwater NPDES
Construction Stormwater
General Permit process.

Need to confirm the list of
commitments are consistent
with expectations and previous
discussions and/or agreements

Clarify that it is pile extraction
equipment

Sentence is repeated as both
5thand 8t bullet

Text between the two
documents should be made
consistent
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ID

DEIS Section and/or Page
Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

4.5 Water Quality

Page 4.5-21, Section 4.5.5.1-
Proposed Action, Temporarily
Mobilize Pollutants or Increase
Turbidity from In-Water Work
and Dredging

4.5 Water Quality

Page 4.5-21, second to last
paragraph

4.5 Water Quality

Page 4.5-23, Operations-Direct
Impacts, Introduce Contaminants
from Coal Spills and Coal Dust,
first sentence

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-24, top of page, first
paragraph

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-24, first paragraph, eight
lines from the bottom

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-25, last paragraph

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-28, Propeller wash

4.5 Water Quality
Page 4.5-31, MM WQ-1

“A total of 618 603 of the 630
622 36-inch diameter steel
piles required for the trestle
and docks would be placed
below the ordinary high water
mark, permanently removing
an area equivalent to 0.10 acre
(4342 4,263 square feet) of
river bottom.”

The second to last paragraph
states that the process of
removing the creosote-
treated piles could result in
the release of chemical
contamination and sediment
into the surface water. The
document does not discuss
the potential option of cutting
off the piling at the mud line
instead of removal, and
whether that option is
feasible.

“would be 16 trains a day
under the Proposed Action. An
average of 70 ships a month”

Text should be revised to
“would be 8 trains a day under
the Proposed Action. An
average of 70 ships a month.

....... would be collected within
the stockpile pads (which are
impervious), conveyed within
an enclosed.”

“surge binds” (delete the d)

“The deposition of coal dust
could be as high as 1.88 grams
per square meter adjacent to
the project area.”

“...Tankers and cargo
vessels....”-delete reference to
tankers

“MM WQ-1. Locate Spill
Response Kits Near Main
Construction and Operations
Areas” is included under BMP

Global pile number and
footprint edit (Grette
Associates, LLC. 2014; Table 1,

p.-17).

Suggest that this potential
mitigation measure be
considered if not discussed
earlier and is feasible

References are inconsistent. If
this discussion is intended to
refer to the trains and vessels
that are carrying coal, then it
would seem it would be 8
trains per day and 70 ships per
month. The other 8 trains
would be empty and not
carrying coal.

The reference to impervious is
incorrect, elsewhere it is
referred to as low permeability,
see page 3.6-23 2nd paragraph
as an example

Typo

Is this an annual deposition?

No tankers are included in the
Proposed Project

Should consider deleting this
mitigation measure unless
there is a benefit in having it
retained in the document

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

4.5-17

April 2017



Cowlitz County
Washington State Department of Ecology

Chapter 4. Responses to Comments—
Natural Environment

ID

DEIS Section and/or Page
Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

C154. It is not clear why MM
WQ-1 is presented as a
separate mitigation measure

P SEPA Water Quality Technical Including parameters from The discharges from their
Report Weyerhaeuser’s permit seems facility are completely different
Page 2-6 inappropriate. than the proposed action. If

there is a state water quality
limit then reference that and
not a reference to another
permit

Q SEPA Water Quality Technical Proposed Action could have the The DEIS lists the potential
Report following adverse impacts on impacts in the bulleted list but
Page 3-2 water resources..... they do not appear to be

discussed within the text-text
and list should be made
consistent

(3070)

Response to WQ-31

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Summary, Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5,
Water Quality, and the SEPA Water Quality Technical Report, in response to these comments. Refer to
the left-most column of the above table for lettering used to identify each comment.

Comments A and H: The number and area of piles below the ordinary high water mark
presented in the Draft EIS is consistent with the Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application
(JARPA) submitted by the Applicant to the Corps in July 2016. Thus, no change has been made in
the Final EIS regarding this information.

Comment B: Missing period has been added.

Comment C: City of Longview Stormwater Ordinance has been added to Table 4.5-1.

Comment D: The design features and best management practices listed in the EIS and technical
report are consistent, but were presented in different places in the two documents. The list at
the beginning of the impact sections of each document have been made consistent.

Comment E: “Extraction equipment” was revised to “pile extraction equipment.”

Comment F: The repeated statement regarding limiting turbidity during construction was
removed from the list of design features and best management practices.

Comment G: The two bullets have been added to the technical report.

Comment I: The best management practice related to creosote-treated pilings is discussed
under the Temporarily Mobilize Pollutants or Increase Turbidity from In-Water Work and

Dredging impact heading.

Comment J: Train numbers have been clarified.

Comment K: The reference to impervious stockpile pads has been revised.

Comment L: Surge bin typo has been fixed.
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e Comment M: Coal dust deposition rates have been clarified as annual rates.
e Comment N: “Tankers” has been removed from the statement.

e Comment O: The mitigation measures regarding spill response Kkits is retained as a proposed
mitigation measure in the Final EIS.

e Comment P: The information regarding the Weyerhaeuser permit has been retained because it
provides context for existing conditions in the technical report.

e Comment Q: The bulleted list referenced in the comment has been removed from the SEPA
Water Quality Technical Report.

Comment WQ-32

The SEPA DEIS does not adequately explain the relationship between oxygen saturation and
dissolved oxygen levels. The difference in the Oxygen Saturation between river mile 53 @ 85.5%
and river mile 146 @ 97.9 % does not explain the die off of salmon in the summer of 2015. Was the
die off from hot water, oxygen saturation or dissolved oxygen? Please explain more. (2572)

Response to WQ-32

Dissolved oxygen is a measure of how much oxygen is dissolved in water, typically expressed in
milligrams/liter. The maximum amount of oxygen a given body of water can hold is called its
saturation point; oxygen saturation of water is typically expressed as a percent. The concentration of
dissolved oxygen is inversely related to water temperature, with colder water holding more
dissolved oxygen and warmer water holding less dissolved oxygen. Similarly, colder water will be
more saturated with oxygen than warmer water. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5.4.2, Water Quality
Characteristics and Criteria, included information on dissolved oxygen and temperature, and Section
4.5.5, Impacts, discussed potential impacts.

The purpose of the EIS is to analyze the potential impacts of the Proposed Action. Evaluating the die-
off of salmon in summer 2015 is unrelated to the Proposed Action and, therefore, is not evaluated in
the EIS.
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4.6 Vegetation

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to vegetation.

Comment VEG-1

Most of the vessels that will be used to transport coal will be huge, in the 46 thousand dead weight
ton class. These vessels are larger than most of the ones currently in use and represent a
considerable increase (4-5 ships/day) in ship traffic through this area. These vessels will create
wakes which will impact riparian vegetation directly through breakage, swamping, and erosion.
They will also alter patterns of erosion and deposition, and spread of noxious weeds. (Soil erosion is
one of the leading causes of habitat loss for salmon.) Further, wakes can redistribute fine sediment
that can smother aquatic vegetation. Wave effects would be greatest as vessels pass through the
Columbia River Estuary and its associated habitats. The habitat types in these areas serve as
important nursery grounds for juvenile fish (including salmon) and contain very high quality,
unarmored shallow-water shoreline habitat that is of great importance to numerous aquatic species
and associated fisheries. Clearly, it is in our best interest to preserve these important vegetative
environments. Increasing ship traffic to this magnitude can have only harmful effects on the
Columbia River Estuary and the entire Vessel Corridor. The importance of wave effects is
downplayed in the DEIS and treated as a temporary phenomenon. It is not temporary - the effects on
our salmon fisheries, fishing industry and recreational fishing will be considerable and not able to be
mitigated. (2520)

Response to VEG-1

Erosion of shoreline vegetation from vessel wakes was addressed Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6,
Vegetation. This section has been revised in the Final EIS to provide more context on potential
impacts. Proposed Action-related vessels would be Panamax- and Handymax-sized; these types of
vessels currently transit the Columbia River.

Comment VEG-2

The Draft EIS puts little effort into the vegetation section. Information sources and analysis appear
to be cursory. Some elements are outright contradictory. As an example, the Applicant has not yet
completed an aquatic vegetation study for the project area’s Columbia River shoreline, so they
cannot quantify aquatic vegetation impact. However, on page 4.7-10, the Applicant writes that the
silty river sand has little organic matter, citing a 2014 Grette Associates report. Why did the Action
Agencies release this Draft EIS when there is analysis yet to be completed? We request that all
analysis which is the basis for the Draft EIS be completed as well as all draft mitigation measures
associated with the proposed Coal terminal be completed prior to public review and comment. This
would mean pulling this Draft EIS and re-issuing a new Draft EIS prior to finalizing the EIS.

Fourteen noxious weed species have been identified in the project area. Despite a specific list of
noxious weeds, the Draft EIS states that the ‘Applicant will coordinate with Cowlitz County Noxious
Weed Control Board if noxious weeds are detected.’ (emphasis added). (pages 4.6-15 4.6-26). Again,
we believe that the Applicant did a poor job in adequately addressing vegetation concerns.
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The Applicant has not conducted a special status plant survey or rare plant survey although the
Applicant plans to ‘ensure that threatened, endangered, or rare plants are not affected.” (page 4.6-
21)

The Applicant notes that the impact of coal dust on vegetation can be complex and neither the
impact mechanism nor a threshold for potential physical and biological effects of coal dust
deposition have been studied relative to the climate and native vegetation of the Pacific Northwest.
(page 4.6-26). We believe that the intent of an Environmental Impact Study is supposed to study this
and other potential impacts and be presented here in this Draft EIS.

The Applicant does not address vegetation, particularly on the shoreline, and its importance for
wildlife migration corridors. The project would permanently impact 0.05 acres of riparian
vegetation, including black cottonwood and willow. (3227)

Response to VEG-2

As noted in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, and the SEPA Vegetation Technical Report,
visual foot surveys for vegetation, including aquatic vegetation, were conducted along the shoreline.
This included 31 transects (along 1.23 miles of shoreline in the study area) in the Active Channel
Margin (ACM), which is defined as the area between the ordinary high water mark (+11.1 feet
Columbia River Datum [CRD]) and 0 feet CRD. The ACM between the ordinary high water mark and
roughly mean high water mark (+6.51 feet CRD) was found to be sparsely vegetated with a sandy
substrate. At a transition area where the shoreline flattens, there is a band of woody debris. Below
this area the substrate transitions to silty sand with very little emergent vegetation. In the shallow
water habitat, defined as the area below the ACM (between 0 feet to -20 feet CRD), the aquatic
vegetation survey was limited because of visibility and water depth. Curly pondweed (Potamogeton
crispus L.) was observed at approximately -1 feet CRD during a period of high visibility downstream
of existing Dock 1 and during a separate study downstream of the study area near Barlow Point. It is
possible that the gently sloping portion of this shallow water habitat between the east and west pile
dikes could support a narrow band of sparse aquatic vegetation in the uppermost elevations where
increased light penetration and reduced river velocity are present, relative to the deeper portions of
the habitat area. In the project footprint the shallow water habitat is more steeply sloping, narrow,
and not likely to include submerged aquatic vegetation. However, the Draft EIS included a mitigation
measure (MM VEG-2) to conduct additional aquatic vegetation surveys prior to construction to
further document presence or absence of aquatic vegetation.

The identification of noxious weeds in the project area was based on on-site field studies; these
noxious weeds were listed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6 Vegetation, Table 4.6-4. The Applicant
would be required to prevent the potential establishment and spread of noxious weeds per
Washington State noxious weed regulations (RCW 17.10). If a property owner fails to control
noxious weeds, the local weed board can impose civil fines for failure to control weeds. A mitigation
measure is proposed (MM VEG-5) for the Applicant to coordinate with the Cowlitz County Noxious
Weed Control Board as appropriate. MM VEG-5 has been revised in the Final EIS section to include
that the Applicant would remove noxious weeds that invade new areas of the site.

Vegetation surveys were completed for the project area in 2014. No rare plants were observed
during these surveys. As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, 15 special-status
plant species occur in Cowlitz County; of these, six have the potential to occur in the direct impacts
study area. Because plant communities can change from year to year, the Draft EIS identified a
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potential mitigation measure to conduct rare plant surveys prior to construction and consult with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Cowlitz County if special-status plants would be affected

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, described the potential effects of dust deposition on
vegetation identified in several studies. The reference in the Draft EIS to Pacific Northwest
vegetation was to indicate that no known dust studies have been conducted specific to the region’s
vegetation; it was not intended to indicate that dust impacts on vegetation in the project area could
not be adequately addressed. This sentence has been deleted in the Final EIS to avoid confusion.

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, construction of the trestle conveyor
would result in the loss of approximately 0.05 acre of riparian forest, including the removal and
trimming of black cottonwood and willow trees, and understory shrubs as red-osier dogwood and
Himalayan blackberry. As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, some forest and
scrub-shrub habitat areas along the base of the maintained/mowed levee likely provide some
foraging and cover for small and large mammals, foraging and nesting passerine (perching birds of
the order Passeriformes), waterfowl and raptor bird species, and foraging, breeding, and refuge for
amphibians. However, because the riparian area is disconnected from other large contiguous habitat
areas due to development or breaks in habitat along the Columbia River, and because the project
area is at the edge of the City of Longview’s industrial development area (i.e., there is no habitat
beyond the project area in the direct of the City of Longview), the narrow riparian strip of patchy
habitat along the shoreline of the project area would not be considered a wildlife migration corridor
that allows unconstrained seasonal movement of wildlife up and down the edge of the river.

Comment VEG-3

The Co-leads must revise the DEIS to connect MBT’s impacts on shoreline erosion and vegetation
with the conclusions reached. The DEIS discloses significant impacts from vessel traffic on shoreline
erosion and shoreline vegetation. (DEIS 4.6-23-24). For example, DEIS Appendix F states:

Vessels transiting the Columbia River would create vessel wakes, which have the potential to impact
riparian vegetation directly through breakage, swamping, and erosion and indirectly through
altered patterns of erosion and deposition and spread of noxious weeds. Vessel wakes are most
likely to affect shoreline vegetation communities at or near water level. Wakes can redistribute fine
sediment that can smother aquatic vegetation, but can also provide substrate for colonization of
emergent wetland plants. Vessels traveling up and down the Columbia River could assist with
dislodging (with wakes) and facilitating waterborne transport of wetland and riparian zone invasive
exotic plants.(DEIS Appendix F at F-8)

Despite disclosing a litany of significant impacts, the DEIS concludes “[t]here would be no Columbia
unavoidable and significant adverse environmental impacts” to shoreline erosion and vegetation.
(DEIS at 4.6-27). The DEIS does not identify mitigation to reconcile its findings on impacts with the
“no unavoidable” and “not significant” conclusions.

The DEIS addresses the impacts of vessel traffic on shoreline erosion and vegetation in Chapter 4.6,
Vegetation. The DEIS states:

Increased vessel traffic and associated wakes could contribute to erosion of tidal marsh vegetation
along the shoreline of the Columbia River. Operation of the coal export terminal at maximum
throughput would deliver 70 vessels per month or 840 vessels per year to Docks 2 and 3 and would
equate to1,680 vessel transits a year (840 vessels each way) (Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel
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Transportation). The location and extent of these impacts would depend on vessel design, hull
shape, vessel weight and speed, angle of travel relative to the shoreline, proximity to the shoreline,
currents and waves, and water depth (Jonason 1993:29-30; MARCOM 2003). The potential for
shoreline erosion could also be influenced by the slope and physical character of the shoreline (i.e.,
soil susceptibility to erosion), as well as the amount and type of vegetation that occurs along the
shoreline. (DEIS at 4.6-23)

The DEIS concludes that vessel traffic may impact shoreline erosion and vegetation at the terminal
and along the vessel route. Specifically, the DEIS states:

[TThere may be a potential for such impacts [i.e., shoreline erosion] on the thin strip of shoreline
vegetation along the northern end of Lord Island from large wakes, or wakes oriented perpendicular
to the main navigation channel and docks, such as those that can occur when tugs are oriented
perpendicular to the shoreline as they push vessels into position at docks. There is the potential for
impacts related to vessel wakes on vegetation along the shoreline of the lower Columbia River as a
result of the Proposed Action. (Id. at 4.6-23)

The DEIS also notes that: (1) vessel operations in the Lower Columbia River are federally regulated,
including size, speed, and navigation; (2) large vessels must be operated by U.S. Coast Guard-
licensed pilots within the Lower Columbia River; and (3) the Corps manages the navigation channel
and its ongoing maintenance. (Id.) The DEIS fails to explain how these factors will reduce or mitigate
for shoreline erosion from MBT’s vessel traffic.

Like the DEIS’s treatment of wake stranding, the DEIS’s treatment of vessel traffic’s impacts on
shoreline erosion and shoreline vegetation is arbitrary. The DEIS discloses significant impacts from
vessel traffic on shoreline erosion and vegetation, fails to identify mitigation or how compliance
with federal laws will alleviate these impacts, and, nonetheless, concludes that the project’s impacts
are not significant or unavoidable. (Id. at 4.6-26-27). The Co-leads must revise the DEIS to link its
findings with its conclusion.

In comments on a proposed liquefied natural gas (“LNG”) terminal, Bradwood Landing, the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) notes that studies by the Corps found an impact from
deep-draft vessels on shoreline erosion. DEQ’s comments state:

Corps studies related to channel deepening in the proposed reach have found wake from current
ship traffic to be largely responsible for erosion at Puget Island. The DEIS incorrectly identifies
speed as the most important influencing factor in ship wake erosion. The Corps studies have found
vessel hull shape to be the contributing factor in ship wake erosion with severity dependent on tidal
stage during travel. No information on vessel hull shape and tidal stage correlation is provided in the
DEIS analysis.

Additionally, tug boat wake from multiple boats during berthing and unberthing should be analyzed
in combination with wake and propeller wash from the vessels. (Ex. 32 (Oregon DEQ Comments on
Bradwood Land LNG DEIS)).

The MBT DEIS contains the same flaws DEQ identified in the Bradwood LNG DEIS, a project with
only a fraction of the vessel traffic (i.e., 125 vessels per year). The Co-leads must revise the DEIS to
account for significant impacts from 840 vessels per year calling on MBT. (3277)
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Response to VEG-3

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, addressed erosion of shoreline vegetation from vessel
wakes. The analysis identified potential impacts related to erosion of shoreline vegetation but, given
the existing and historical vessel traffic on the Columbia River, determined that such impacts would
not be significant. Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, provides additional context on the
potential impact.

The Draft EIS did not single out vessel speed as the most important influencing factor in vessel wake
erosion. Section 4.6 Vegetation, stated,

[t]he location and extent of these impacts would depend on the vessel design, hull shape, vessel
weight and speed, angle of travel relative to the shoreline, proximity to the shoreline, currents and
waves, and water depth (Jonason 1993:29-30; MARCOM 2003). The potential for shoreline erosion
could also be influenced by the slope and physical character of the shoreline (i.e., soil susceptibility to
erosion), as wells as the amount and type of vegetation that occurs along the shoreline.

This section in the Final EIS was revised to include “tidal stage” in this list of variables that would
determine the extent and location of this potential impact.

No shoreline erosion impacts are anticipated from tugs and vessels during berthing and unberthing
at Docks 2 and 3. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, discussed the factors that would
limit the potential for erosion due to propeller wash from vessels and tugboats. Unloaded vessels
may approach Docks 2 and 3 from either an upstream or downstream direction. While under the
control of tugboats, vessels do not typically engage their main propeller and, thus, would not cause
propeller wash scour of the dredged slope or berthing basin bottom. During docking, tugboats
would push an unloaded vessel toward the docks, and would, therefore, direct propeller wash away
from the dredged slope and shoreline and into deeper water. During undocking, tugboats would pull
aloaded vessel away from the docks and into the channel. Although propeller wash would be
directed toward the docks during undocking, the draft of the loaded vessel would approach near the
depth of the basin and would act to shield the dredged slope and areas shoreward from tugboat
propeller wash. Therefore, propeller wash generated by tugboats would not affect the dredged
sloped margins of the berthing basin or the more distant shoreline. Vessels are not expected to
generate propeller wash that would scour the dredged sloped margins of the berthing basin, the
bottom of the berthing basin, or the more distant shoreline, even for the largest vessels. Propeller
wash generated by tugboats maneuvering vessels would likely have a minimal effect on the berthing
basin and would not result in scour.

Comment VEG-4

The DEIS does not discuss potential direct or indirect impacts from construction and operations to
vegetation from shade. Shading from overwater structures and moored vessels will eliminate
suitable habitat for submerged and emergent vegetation in the nearshore. Macrophytes grown on
plants provide many of the same benefits to trout and salmon that seagrasses and algae provide in
estuaries. Permanent removal of this habitat will impact fish, invertebrates, birds and mammals that
feed and find refuge there (Rondorf et al. 2010).

e Under MM VEG-2. Conduct Aquatic Vegetation Surveys Prior to Construction. (p. 4.6-26) DNR
recommends that Department of Ecology's "Aquatic Plant Sampling Protocols" (2001) be used
for pre-construction aquatic vegetation surveys (found at: https://fortress.

wa.gov/ecy/publications/summarypages/0 103017.html)
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e Under MM VEG-3 and VEG-4. (p.4.6-26) Additional authorization from DNR would be required
for revegetation activities on state-owned aquatic land. Accordingly, DNR recommends that WA
DNR's Aquatic Resources Division be involved in any revegetation plan (or other habitat
mitigation) taking place on or partially on state-owned aquatic lands. (2691)

Response to VEG-4

Shading impacts on the aquatic environment were addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7,
Fish. In- and over-water construction activities would increase shade over the aquatic environment
beneath and adjacent to the construction structures and vessels, which could result in changes to
primary productivity, fish behavior, predation, and migration. During operations, the trestle would
shade shallow-water-zone habitat (approximately 0.3 acre). However, the trestle would be elevated
over the ordinary high water mark by approximately 8 feet allowing light to penetrate beneath the
structure. The shading impacts of the trestle would be limited in the shallow-water-zone habitat.
Docks 2 and 3 and a portion of the trestle would shade 4.83 acres of deepwater zone habitat. Vessels
loading at Docks 2 and 3 during operations would further increase the shading of deepwater zone
habitat. If two Panamax-sized vessels were being loaded simultaneously, they would shade an
additional 4.7 acres of deepwater zone habitat, or 9.83 total shaded acres. Vegetation does not
typically grow in deepwater zone habitats; there would be no vegetation present affected by
shading.

For any part of the Proposed Action that would occur on or over state-owned aquatic lands, the
Applicant would coordinate with Washington State Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)
regarding appropriate survey methods for aquatic vegetation and authorization for revegetation
activities, as appropriate or required. As stated in Draft EIS potential mitigation measure MM VEG-2,
if aquatic vegetation is found during the preconstruction survey, the Applicant would notify WDNR
to develop appropriate conservation or mitigation measures before beginning any in-water work.

Comment VEG-5

Vegetation, Page 4.6-22. The DEIS states impacts of coal dust on vegetation are variable and complex
and have not been studied in the Pacific Northwest. Coal dust has been shown to reduce terrestrial
and emergent plants ability to photosynthesize (Farmer, 1993) and should be addressed in the FEIS.
(2691)

Response to VEG-5

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, described the potential effects of dust deposition on
vegetation identified in several studies. The reference in the Draft EIS to Pacific Northwest
vegetation was to indicate that no known dust studies have been conducted specific to the region’s
vegetation. This sentence has been deleted in the Final EIS to avoid confusion.

Comment VEG-6

The University of Washington did a study showing the magnitude of coal dust lost on tracks which
can poison plants and animals. This study is not acknowledged in the DEIS. (TRANS-PASCO-M1-
00039)
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Response to VEG-6

The commenter does not provide the name of the University of Washington study referenced. The
commenter may be referring to the Jaffe et al. (2015) study, Diesel particulate matter and coal dust
from trains in the Columbia River Gorge, Washington State, USA. This study was acknowledged in
Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, and the SEPA Coal Technical Report, that informed the
Draft EIS. The Jaffe et al. (2015) report results were considered in relation to the results of the coal
dust analyses conducted for Proposed Action-related trains. As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5,
Section 5.7, Coal Dust, the findings of the Jaffe et al. (2015) report and the analysis results for the
Proposed Action-related trains were generally consistent in their conclusions.

Potential coal dust impacts on the natural environment are addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4,
Sections 4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife.

Comment VEG-7

The University of Washington did a study showing the magnitude of coal dust lost on the tracks
which can poison plants and animals. This study is not even acknowledged in the DEIS. (TRANS-LV-
M2-00084)

Response to VEG-7

Refer to Response to VEG-6.

Comment VEG-8

How the MBT intends to further reduce coal dust is not offered and therefore this cannot be
considered to be an adequate mitigation measure. The EIS also says it will conduct surveys for rare
plants and aquatic plants prior to construction and "plan to reduce impacts" if any are found. The
survey for rare and aquatic plants and animal species should be conducted prior to permitting of the
project so that any impacts may be disclosed and evaluated as part of the EIS. This is not a
reasonable mitigation that could lead to a MDNS. (3426)

Response to VEG-8

Refer to Response to VEG-2 regarding plant surveys and rare plants. No animal species surveys were
identified as potential mitigation in the Draft EIS.

Comment VEG-9

DEIS Section and/or Page Text
ID Number Correction/Revision Comment
A 4.6 Vegetation “Rail car unloaders will ~ Revise - these methods are used for
Page 4.6-17, Rail car unloaders be: Cleaned with dry fog  dust control, not cleaning
and water spray
systems.”
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DEIS Section and/or Page Text

ID Number Correction/Revision Comment

B 4.6 Vegetation Text should be revised:  The project area is only 190 acres.
Page 4.6-17, Permanently Remove “... permanently remove  This should be 26 acres - see DEIS
Vegetation, first sentence 189 26 acres of page 4.6-18, Table 4.6-6

nonwetland”

C 4.6 Vegetation Impacts to Upland Total acres of impact to forested
Page 4.6-18, Table 4.6-6 Forested Habitat upland habitat are more than double

reported to be: 8.84 Grette Associates’ total. The cause of
acres this discrepancy is unclear; however,
Impacts to Upland it appears that the DEIS author may
Scrub-Shrub Habitat be reporting total forested habitat,
reported to be: 2.10 including wetland acreage. In that
acres case, the total would be close to
Please review these Grette Associates’ total. However,
calculations as they Table 4.6-6 seems to indicate that
appear to include acres ~ impacts to wetlands are not included
of wetlands, whereas in the total.

Table 4.6-6 seems to

indicate that wetlands

are excluded from the

total.

D 4.6 Vegetation “and maintenanee Vegetation will not be maintained
Page 4.6-20 control of vegetation under the conveyor

under the conveyor”

E 4.6 Vegetation “Trees and tall shrubs This should be deleted. There are no
Page 4.6-21, Alter Vegetation around the conveyor to  trees or tall shrubs currently nor
during Maintenance Activities,, the shiploaders on planned for the location around the
first paragraph Docks 2 and 3 would conveyor.

likely be regularly
trimmed or removed,
slightly reducing
organic material
delivered to the river,
shade the upper beach
and shoreline, and
native foraging, resting,
and perching
opportunities to for
passerine birds. The 45-
to 50-foot-wide area
that would be affected is
small relative to the
approximately 5,000
linear feet of vegetated
shoreline in the project
area.”

F 4.6 Vegetation Why is coal dust The discussion of coal dust on

Page 4.6-21, Deposit Coal Dust on
Vegetation

singled out?

vegetation could apply to all forms
of dust, why is coal singled out?
There should be a mention of rail
washing the leaves clean or any coal
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DEIS Section and/or Page Text
ID Number Correction/Revision Comment
dust for the majority of the year,
which will reduce impacts.

G 4.6 Vegetation “In Cowlitz County, the ~ Why is coal separated out from
Page 4.6-24, Spill Coal during Rail predicted number of other commodities? What makes a
Transport, last two lines loaded coal train coal train more likely to have an

incidents is incident than another train?
approximately one

every 2 years. The

predicted number of

loaded coal train

incidents within

Washington State is

approximately five”

H SEPA Vegetation Technical We request that ICF It appears that habitat acres are
Report double-check based primarily on ICF’s own
Page 2-19, Section 2.2.2.2- Land calculations of habitat vegetation surveys. ICF used slightly
Cover Classification and area, and in particular different habitat/vegetation type
Vegetation Cover Types review the mapped categories, making it difficult to

upland forested track down specific differences in

habitats for accuracy. the two analyses. However, it
appears that general habitat
categories mapped by Grette
Associates do not exactly match
those mapped by ICF. Specifically,
we identified less forested and
scrub-shrub habitat than ICF, on
parcel 61950 in particular.
Nevertheless, we agree in principle
with the analysis of the site as
largely developed/disturbed with
isolated patches of habitat
potentially used by wildlife.

(3070)

Response to VEG-9

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, and the
SEPA Vegetation Technical Report in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of
the above table for lettering used to identify each comment.

e Comment A: The language in the rail car unloader best management practice has been revised

to reflect that the methods are employed to control dust.

e Comment B: The statement under the Permanently Remove Vegetation impact discussion has
been revised to clarify that the acreage refers to permanent alteration and removal of land cover

types.

e Comment C: The vegetation type acreages have been recalculated and updated in the Final EIS.

e Comment D: The language related to vegetation under the conveyor has been revised to reflect
that it would be controlled, not maintained.
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e Comment E: As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, a small area (0.05
acre) of forest was identified in the riparian zone along the Columbia River between the
ordinary high water mark and the top of the CDID #1 levee.

e Comment F: The discussion of dust impacts in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation,
focused on coal dust because comments received during the scoping period specifically
expressed concern about potential coal dust impacts from operation of the Proposed Action.

e Comment G: The potential impact of a coal spill from a Proposed Action-related train is related
to the probability of a loaded Proposed Action-related train incident occurring. The statement
referenced by the commenter has been revised in the Final EIS to clarify that it refers to loaded
Proposed Action-related incidents, not coal train incidents in general.

e Comment H: The vegetation type acreages in the SEPA Vegetation Technical Report, have been
recalculated and updated.
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4.7 Fish

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to fish.

Comment FSH-1

[ am concerned that the draft EIS minimizes impacts and lacks rigorous analysis. For example, in
Appendix F, Rail and Vessel Corridor Information, the DEIS describes these significant impacts on
fish in the rail corridor: - The rail corridor within Washington crosses over and is adjacent to more
than 500 streams and waterbodies between the Washington-ldaho border and Vancouver, WA. The
rail route crosses many freshwater rivers and smaller tributaries to the Columbia River and Pacific
Ocean, including approximately 75 fish-bearing streams and 44 shoreline streams.... Impacts on
aquatic habitats and species in Washington could occur in the event that waterbodies are impacted
by hazardous materials that enter waterways...” (page F-8). Yet the same Appendix includes no
mention of the impacts on fish in the vessel corridor, even though there is an 82-page SEPA Fish
Technical Report that states:

e The Columbia River is EFH, essential fish habitat (page 2-16).

e Eight threatened or endangered salmon Evolutionary Significant Units (ESUs), five threatened
steelhead Distinct Population Segments (DPSs), one threatened bull trout DPS, and their
designated critical habitats occur in the Lower Columbia River and the study area (page 2-15).

And this is just one example. It seems the body of the DEIS may not fully include information from
the supporting documentation. (1443)

Response to FSH-1

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential impacts on fish from the Proposed Action,
including indirect impacts during rail transport along the rail routes in Washington State and vessel
transport in the Columbia River.

Appendix F, Rail and Vessel Corridor Information, which summarizes information from the Tesoro
Savage Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal Facility Draft EIS, was included in the Draft EIS for
the Proposed Action as supplemental information.

Comment FSH-2

[ ask that the EIS consider the loss in productivity of riparian ecosystems from Montana to Longview
and in particular the Columbia Basin and its watersheds. The Columbia River Basin is home to
thirteen runs of threatened salmon and other endangered species. An increase of coal trains into the
Columbia River's drainage basin along with other proposed impacts like dredging in shallow critical
habitat, coal dust, dust-suppression spraying resulting in wastewater discharge, and conveying coal
over the water ways will negatively impact the population of salmon. (0176)
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Response to FSH-2

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, and Chapter 5, Section 5.7,
Coal Dust, also provided a discussion of potential water quality and coal dust impacts along rail
routes for Proposed Action-related trains. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential
impacts on salmon in the study area from construction and operation of the Proposed Action,
including those impact mechanisms referenced by the commenter. Based on this analysis,
compliance with laws and implementation of the voluntary measures and mitigation measures
would reduce impacts on fish, including salmon, and the Proposed Action would not result in
unavoidable and significant adverse impacts.

Comment FSH-3

Be sure to include in the study- port construction and a huge scaling up of barge traffic and how it
would harm crucial fish habitat. (0240)

Response to FSH-3

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential impacts on fish and fish habitat in the
study area from construction and operation of the Proposed Action. The use of barges during
construction were considered in the analysis of construction impacts.

Comment FSH-4

This dust affects salmon, an important food source for not only native Americans but all who fish in
the river and eat fish from the river. (1929)

Response to FSH-4

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, evaluated potential impacts of coal dust on water
quality along the rail route for Proposed Action-related trains. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish,
evaluated potential impacts on fish in the study area from construction and operation of the
Proposed Action, including potential impacts from coal dust.

Comment FSH-5

Another environmental issues not address is the aquatic invasive species (AIS) impact, and the
impact to the fisheries of the Columbia River. These coal ships will be coming from Asian ports and
will be ballasted with sea water loaded in these Asian ports. If required to dump ballast, it must be
done at sea. If not done correctly, ballast water will be over boarded in the Columbia. (2238)

Response to FSH-5

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, described potential indirect impacts of vessel
transport related to the Proposed Action, including the potential to introduce contaminants from
ballast water; this section in the Final EIS has been revised to better reflect the federal and state
regulatory requirements for ballast discharge. As described under Operations—Indirect Impacts,
although ballast water could contain invasive species that could result in harm or displace native
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aquatic species, the vessels calling under the Proposed Action would be required to comply with
existing state and federal regulations, which would reduce the likelihood of these impacts.
Specifically, Proposed Action-related vessels would be required to implement one of the following
ballast water management methods per U.S. Coast Guard ballast discharge regulations (33 CFR
151.2025): install a ballast water management system, use only water from a U.S. public water
system, not discharge ballast water, or discharge ballast to a facility onshore or to another vessel for
treatment. Regardless of the ballast water management option selected by vessel operators, all
ballast water discharge must meet the ballast discharge standards per 33 CFR 151.2030 and EPA
NPDES Vessel General Permit standards. In addition, the Washington State ballast discharge
regulations (Revised Code of Washington [RCW] 77.120.040) include reporting, monitoring, and
sampling requirements of ballast water, and all vessels must submit nonindigenous species ballast
water monitoring data. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife may also board and inspect
vessels under Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 220-150-033 without advance notice to
provide technical assistance, assess compliance, and enforce the requirements of Washington State
ballast water management program laws and regulations. All vessel operators would be required to
comply with federal and state ballast regulations or risk penalties for violations.

Comment FSH-6

...coal dust would cover areas along the rail line, and contaminants would jeopardize water
resources. It is a threat to aquatic life, fishing and salmon runs. (1726)

Response to FSH-6

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife, described
potential impacts from operation of the Proposed Action on water quality, aquatic plants, fish, and
aquatic animals, respectively. Each of these sections addresses the potential for impacts related to
deposition of coal dust under Operations—Indirect Impacts.

Comment FSH-7

According to the DEIS, project vessels (which the DEIS numbers at 840 but that is only the number
of vessels traveling one way, the actual number would be 1680) would “introduce additional
permanent risk of fish stranding in the Columbia River.” DEIS 4.7-18. The DEIS fails to analyze how
many juvenile Chinook salmon would be stranded annually. There is no real analysis of whether or
why this impact might be or not be entirely avoided except the DEIS says slowing vessels “could”
reduce wake at Barlow Point. DEIS 4.7-19. No mitigation measure identified in the DEIS addresses
wake stranding. DEIS 4.7.7. There is no quantitative cumulative impacts analysis of repeated wake
stranding of juvenile Chinook salmon and other fish from the cumulative project vessel traffic in
isolation or in the context of increasing cumulative vessel traffic in the Columbia River. How many
fish would be stranded and how would this impact the overall population of Chinook salmon and the
marine birds and mammals that depend upon this food source? The DEIS, 6-31 and 32, merely
concludes that increased vessel traffic associated with the cumulative projects could increase the
potential for fish stranding caused by vessel wakes. Nevertheless, the DEIS erroneously concludes
with regard to all impacts on fish including wake stranding “[c]ompliance with laws and
implementation of voluntary measures and mitigation measures described above would reduce
impacts on fish. There would be no unavoidable and significant adverse impact.” DEIS 4.7.8. This
conclusion is without basis with regard to wake stranding, particularly in light of the omissions in
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the analysis. A revised DEIS and the Final EIS must study, analyze, and fully disclose the impacts on
fish of wake stranding over the life of the project and must identify effective mitigation. Moreover,
impacts of fish wake stranding on marine birds and marine mammals that depend on live fish as
their food source (including affected birds and mammals outside the narrow study area) must be
included in a revised analysis. (2712)

Response to FSH-7

Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, has been revised to clarify that the Proposed Action would
result in 1,680 vessel transits (840 vessels transiting to and from the project area) per year. Refer to
Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding for discussion of vessel wake stranding of fish.

Comment FSH-8

According to the DEIS, project vessels (which the DEIS numbers at 840 but that is only the number
of vessels traveling one way, the actual number would be 1680) would “introduce additional
permanent risk of fish stranding in the Columbia River.” DEIS 4.7-18. The DEIS fails to analyze how
many juvenile Chinook salmon would be stranded annually. There is no real analysis of whether or
why this impact might be or not be entirely avoided except the DEIS says slowing vessels “could”
reduce wake at Barlow Point. DEIS 4.7-19. No mitigation measure identified in the DEIS addresses
wake stranding. DEIS 4.7.7. There is no quantitative cumulative impacts analysis of repeated wake
stranding of juvenile Chinook salmon and other fish from the cumulative project vessel traffic in
isolation or in the context of increasing cumulative vessel traffic in the Columbia River. How many
fish would be stranded and how would this impact the overall population of Chinook salmon and the
marine birds and mammals that depend upon this food source? The DEIS, 6-31 and 32, merely
concludes that increased vessel traffic associated with the cumulative projects could increase the
potential for fish stranding caused by vessel wakes. Nevertheless, the DEIS erroneously concludes
with regard to all impacts on fish including wake stranding “[c]ompliance with laws and
implementation of voluntary measures and mitigation measures described above would reduce
impacts on fish. There would be no unavoidable and significant adverse impact.” DEIS 4.7.8. This
conclusion is without basis with regard to wake stranding, particularly in light of the omissions in
the analysis. A revised DEIS and the Final EIS must study, analyze, and fully disclose the impacts on
fish of wake stranding over the life of the project and must identify effective mitigation. Moreover,
impacts of fish wake stranding on marine birds and marine mammals that depend on live fish as
their food source (including affected birds and mammals outside the narrow study area) must be
included in a revised analysis. (2589)

Response to FSH-8

Refer to Response to FSH-7.

Comment FSH-9

Marine Species, Fish and Fisheries- All rail and barge transportation routes for coal trains crossing
streams. rivers, a:1d wetlands that provide designated critical and essential fish habitat for a
significant number of endangered species. All bridge crossings of streams, rivers and wetlands
should be identified together with the marine species, fish, or fisheries dependent upon the
individual habitats. An assessment of the potential negative effects on said habitats should include
the impacts of a major derailment that contaminates these areas with coal or coal dust. The
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assessment should identify remedial actions that would be required to restore the habitats to their
original condition if spilled coal and coal dust can be completely removed from those habitats.
(2980)

Response to FSH-9

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife, described
potential impacts from operation of the Proposed Action on water quality, fish and fish habitat, and
wildlife and habitat, respectively, including indirect impacts from rail transport of coal to the coal
export terminal. Each of these sections addressed the potential for impacts related to a coal spill
under Operations—Indirect Impacts. The magnitude of a potential indirect impact from a coal spill
on these resource would depend on the location of the spill, the volume of the spill, and success of
efforts to contain and clean up the spill. As such, the Draft EIS described the general types of impacts
on these resources that could result from a coal spill and how factors that would affect the success of
containment and clean up. In some cases, these impact discussions referenced the Operations—
Direct Impacts section, as the general types of impacts would be similar to those related to terminal
operations. Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, reflects the addition of a summary of a derailment
of a coal train in Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada. The Master Response for Geographic Study
Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment FSH-10

The lower Columbia River estuary provides essential rearing habitat for many stocks of salmonids
and other aquatic species. In the Biological Opinion for the Federal Columbia River Hydropower
System, the estuary is given great weight for its value in recovering ESA-listed salmonids. There is
general concern that high numbers of outmigrating salmonid smolts are lost between the dams and
the ocean. Increasing vessel traffic in the estuary could result in moderate to major long-term
changes to tidal wetland, shallow water, and tidal flats. It makes no sense to continue degrading
estuarine habitat and contributing more mortality by adding more deep-draft vessels to the estuary.
(3287)

Response to FSH-10

Refer to Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding for discussion of vessel wake stranding of fish.

Comment FSH-11

Prop wash from vessels as well as ship wakes breaking on shore could cause increased erosion along
the shoreline and re-suspend the eroded material within the water column. Vessel wake and
propeller scour could injure or otherwise impact substrate and invertebrates, as well as benthic-
based fishes such as white and green sturgeon. (3287)

Response to FSH-11

Large, deep-draft vessels arriving at and departing from Docks 2 and 3 would require the use of two
tugboats to assist with docking and undocking (as stated in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel
Transportation). As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, cargo vessels typically do not
engage their main propeller during docking and undocking, and thus would not be expected to cause
propeller wash-related scour of the side slopes or bottom of the dredge prism. Final EIS Chapter 4,
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Section 4.5, Water Quality, has been updated to more fully describe these operations. As noted in the
Draft EIS Section 4.5, propeller wash from tugboats would be nearer the surface and would, thus,
have less potential to result in scour or erosion of bottom sediments.

Refer to Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding for discussion of vessel wake stranding of fish.

Comment FSH-12

If the project only measures the effects of pile drivers on salmonids using pressure wave detection
devices, a serious deleterious effect may not be detected. Particle motion sound and their effects on
adult salmon are currently being studied by the U.S. Corps of Engineers at Lower Granite Dam. In
association with the study at Lower Granite, a thorough literature review has been and should be
considered in the DEIS (Hawkins). (3287)

Response to FSH-12

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, evaluated the potential impacts of underwater sound on fish
using the best available science and current understanding of how underwater sound affects fish.
The analysis follows the current guidance on evaluating underwater sound on fish that has been
developed by the Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group (FHWG). The FHWG was established by
the California Department of Transportation in coordination with the Federal Highway
Administration, Oregon Department of Transportation and Washington State Department of
Transportation. The FHWG is composed of representatives from NMFS, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the Corps.

The effects of underwater sound on fish is an area of continued research and study, and new
information could be incorporated into permits.

Comment FSH-13

The expansion of overwater habitat and trusses creates the potential for roosting habitat of Double
Crested cormorants which is a key predator of juvenile salmonids will migrate by the terminal and
thereby increase the potential for additional predation impacts. Additionally, an increase in
overhead cover and shading by the expansion has the potential to create habitat for a number of
predatory fish species and thereby increase predation on out-migrating juvenile salmonids. (3287)

Response to FSH-13

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, described the potential for increased shading related to the
increase in overwater surface area to alter the predator-prey relationship in the study area,

although the extent or magnitude of the change is unknown. The extent of human, vessel, and
mechanical activity on the proposed docks and trestle during operations would likely limit the use of
these structures as ambush habitat by double-crested cormorants.

To further reduce the potential use of these structures as perching/roosting habitat by double-
crested cormorants and other piscivorous birds, Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7.5.1, Proposed
Action, reflects a design feature from the Applicant to install pile caps on all piles. Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) rules for overwater structures include design elements to
reduce shading and bird predation impacts. Therefore, impacts of increased predation from
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cormorant perching on the docks and trestle were not considered to have the potential for
significant impacts on fish.

Comment FSH-14

Similar to overhead cover, the additional lighting resources in the project area projected to be
continuous creates permanent predation opportunities for both fish eating birds and piscivorous
fishes that prey on juvenile salmonids. Juvenile salmonids migrate more actively at night and that
combined with the attractive effect of lights has the potential to increase the predation impacts on
listed salmonids. (3287)

Response to FSH-14

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, the docks would be located over the deepwater
zone habitat, where juvenile salmon are not as likely to migrate. Juveniles migrating in deepwater
zone habitat are likely migrating relatively quickly and not rearing for extended periods in any
particular area. Although the trestle crosses over shallow water zone habitat, where juvenile salmon
are more likely to migrate, the Proposed Action includes design features to direct project lighting
downward or at structures and avoid spillage of light into aquatic areas. Therefore, impacts of
increased predation from lighting related to the new structures were not considered to have the
potential for significant impacts on fish.

Comment FSH-15

The work window of September 1 through December 31 is not consistent with full protection for
spawning eulachon (smelt), juvenile sturgeon, and migrating adult salmonids. Eulachon may stage in
the lower river weeks prior to spawning and therefore are vulnerable to impacts from the project
outside of the work window. Fall runs of Chinook, Coho and Steelhead are fully underway by
September 1 and the noise and construction impacts to these runs could be very significant and
stressful to these fish, particularly in low flow years. In 2015, more than 1 million adult salmon and
steelhead would have passed by the proposed project area between September 1 and November 30.
The proposed work window is inconsistent with the work window used by the Corps of Engineers at
its dams on the Columbia River. The work window is inconsistent with the policy of the Oregon
Department of Fish and wildlife. (3287)

Response to FSH-15

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, acknowledged that eulachon and salmonids could be present in
the study area during the proposed in-water work window. The in-water work window presented in
the Draft EIS was based on WAC 220-110-206, which was repealed effective July 1, 2015, by
Washington State Rule 15-02-029. No new in-water work windows have been defined and the
project-specific in-water work periods would be defined during permitting. For the purposes of
evaluating potential impacts, the in-water work window presented in the repealed WAC was used. It
is assumed that any permits issued for the Proposed Action would outline the specific in-water work
windows for the protection of fish. While fish occur in the lower Columbia River year round, it is
assumed that the in-water work window defined by the permitting agencies would be protective of
fish life to the greatest extent feasible.
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Comment FSH-16

At a minimum, the applicant should survey the construction area for Pacific lamprey presence. Such
survey would include:

e Conduct seasonal larval lamprey/ammocoete surveys within the entire project footprint before,
during, and after project completion using a systematic sampling design such as that employed
by Jolley et al. (2010), Jolley et al. (2011a) and Jolley et al. (2011b).

e Conduct multiple surveys throughout the year to assist in understanding temporal changes in
ammocoete abundance and distribution. This could provide an indication when ammocoetes
would be most affected by the proposed project (e.g., in the in-water work period) and help
understand hydraulic changes on lamprey distributions within the area post construction.

e Assure that mitigation efforts are designed to provide a variety of habitats for lamprey (e.g.,
back water, depositional areas for ammocoetes and larval lamprey).

e Obtain other information from these surveys (e.g., lamprey distribution, toxicology loads, and
genetics).

(3287)

Response to FSH-16

As stated in the SEPA Fish Technical Report, the study area lacks suitable spawning substrates for
either Pacific or river lamprey. Therefore, adults are likely to be present only during upstream
migration. Ammocoetes of several age classes have been found at a few locations in the Columbia
River. Pacific lamprey ammocoetes have been captured at two sites in the Columbia River near the
mouth of the Cowlitz River. Their presence in the study area indicates the possibility that some
ammocoetes could settle near the Proposed Action. However, the active channel margin (ACM) and
shallow-water zone (SWZ) near the proposed docks generally lack the slack water environments
required for ammocoete rearing, and the sediments in this area are mobile and lacking in the
organic matter associated with suitable ammocoetes rearing habitat. Juvenile and adult lamprey
may be present in the SWZ and deep-water zone (DWZ) during their respective migration periods.

Thus, although larval lamprey have been detected in the substrate near the mouths of lower
Columbia River tributaries, including the Cowlitz River (Silver et al. 2007), Hood River (Jolley et al.
2012a), the White Salmon, Klickitat, and Wind rivers (Jolley et al. 2012a, 2012b, 2013), as well as in
the mainstem of the lower Willamette River (Jolley et al. 2010), presence represented very low
densities; oftentimes a single fish was encountered after extensive sampling effort. Compared to the
abundance of ammocoetes detected in tributaries where presence is often measured on the scale of
hundreds to thousands of individuals (Kostow 2002; Close et al. 2009). Available information
suggests that the mainstem Columbia River does not represent typical rearing habitat (Grette 2014).
Although larvae have been detected in the substrate outside the mouths of tributaries, available
information does not support the use of the mainstem Columbia River as typical, suitable, or high-
value rearing habitat. General absence of larvae from the study area is further supported by a lack of
stable rearing habitat, where seasonal fluctuations in water level would dewater shallow nearshore
areas and highly dynamic currents would bury or expose burrows in deepwater areas (Grette 2014).
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Comment FSH-17

The Fish study area includes the entire river in width near the project and the indirect effects extend
downriver to the Pacific Ocean. The Draft EIS appears to infer that floodplain disconnection, altered
or eliminated habitat availability, and degraded habitat forming processes have resulted in a
situation from which no further impact to salmon could possibly further interfere. Additionally, the
Draft EIS describes the project area shoreline as highly modified by levees and riprap. While the
description is accurate, it underplays the very low habitat availability in the Lower Columbia River
and the critical role even substandard plays for Endangered Species Act threatened salmon and
steelhead stocks. We are disappointed in that, although there have been considerable degradation
done in the past regarding habitat and habitat function in the lower Columbia, there is no
recognition that there are efforts to improve current conditions. We are disheartened and state that
there needs to be a better analysis of what the proposed action would have toward salmon and
steelhead recovery efforts. (3227)

Response to FSH-17

The Draft EIS description of existing conditions in the lower Columbia River—including the
disconnection of floodplain habitat through dike construction and armoring and degraded habitat—
provided a baseline for examining the potential impacts of the Proposed Action.

The Draft EIS described existing conditions in the study areas identified for each resource area
analyzed in Draft EIS Chapters 3, 4, and 5. A new appendix has been added to the SEPA Fish
Technical Report, that provides information on all the restoration projects known to have occurred
in the lower Columbia River subbasin (i.e., watershed below Bonneville Dam). The list of projects
was provided by the Lower Columbia Estuary Partnership. To the extent that past environmental
restoration activities have improved conditions in the study area, those conditions are reflected in
the descriptions of existing conditions. The purpose of a SEPA EIS is to provide information for
agency decision-makers and the public regarding the potential environmental impacts associated
with a proposal and the mitigation measures that could be implemented to reduce those impacts. A
full accounting of restoration efforts completed, underway, or planned for the future in the
surrounding area is outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of
the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and
focus.

Comment FSH-18

The Draft EIS utilizes juvenile salmon studies that are several years old. Several recent studies
indicate that salmon may reside in Lower Columbia River and estuarine wetlands for weeks, gaining
size. Larger salmon smolts have a higher survival rate than smaller smolts and size is tied to
estuarine rearing time for ocean type salmonids. The Draft EIS addresses vessel wakes and fish
stranding, noting that estuarine beach stranding makes fish ‘susceptible’ to stress, suffocation, and
predation. The Draft EIS does not address mortality, which is the most common outcome of beach
stranding. Beach stranding at Barlow Point, just downstream of the project area currently occurs at
53% of observed passages. Subyearling Chinook salmon appear to compose of 80% of the stranded
juvenile salmon. (page 4.7-18). This is alarming to us and further justified our opposition to this
proposed development. (3227)
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Response to FSH-18

The commenter provides no further information regarding the recent studies for reference. Refer to
the Master Response to Vessel Wake Stranding of Fish.

Comment FSH-19

The Draft EIS projects approximately 5,000 [pile] strikes per day. The Draft EIS writes that noise
attenuation models predict that injury and behavior impacts could range from 45 feet to 3.92 miles.
Sound pressure levels ranging from 150 to 206 decibels could injure fish or change their behavior.
(page 4.7-23) The Columbia River is 3000 feet wide in the project area. The projected injury
distance is 1.1 miles, which means that during the pile driving period 100% of the migrating salmon
species, either juvenile or adult, could be negatively affected, injured, and fitness reduced. (page 4.7-
23)

This is a major impact on two entire salmon runs, as the pile driving is proposed to occur over two
construction season, September 1 through December 31. Five threatened salmon runs and four
threatened steelhead runs are present during the pile driving window (See Table 4.7-7). Actively
migrating adult salmon are estimated to be in the project area between 20 and 90 minutes. Hearing
loss injuries can reduce fitness, which may increase vulnerability to predators or reduced ability to
locate prey, communicate or sense their physical environment. This is alarming to us and justifies
non-approval of the proposed project.

The Draft EIS concludes their analysis of sound-injury by stating that injury area would occur only
33 feet from pile driving activities. This appears to relate to the single strike potential injury. Salmon
migrating through the area would be subjected to cumulative sound injury. This is estimated by the
Applicant to be approximately 20-90 minutes. Cumulative sound impacts increase the injury range
to 1775 feet with behavioral impacts to 3.92 miles. The Draft EIS notes that adult salmon migrants
move through the main-stem Columbia River relatively quickly. A sound attenuation device is
proposed, but no backup information on the technology is provided, either in the main document or
the technical addendum (page 4.7-26. We request additional detail in this regard. (3227)

Response to FSH-19

As described in the Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, the Applicant has proposed use of
a confined bubble-curtain, or similar sound attenuation system capable of achieving approximately
9 decibels (dB) of sound attenuation. Recognizing that sound attenuation technology is quickly
evolving, the Draft EIS identified a proposed mitigation measure for the Applicant to implement the
best available noise attenuation method for pile-driving as identified during the Endangered Species
Act Section 7 consultation.

A confined bubble curtain is a bubble curtain that typically employs a fabric outer layer that
minimizes the effect of currents on the bubbles. The bubble curtain is deployed around the pile to be
driven and consists of a ring with air ports spaced evenly. The ring is placed around the pile and sits
on the bottom of the waterbody. Compressed air is fed through the ring, which creates a “bubble
curtain” extending from the bottom of the waterbody to the water surface. The bubbles attenuate
underwater sound generated during pile-driving.

A temporary noise attenuation pile and double-walled noise-attenuation pile can be configured in
various ways. A temporary noise-attenuation pile consists of an outer pile placed around the pile
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being driven. The space between the inner pile being driven and the outer temporary noise-
attenuation pile should have a hollow cavity that excludes water, essentially creating a discrete
coffer dam around the pile being driven and reduce the transfer of underwater noise generated by
pile-driving to the surrounding water column. Another form of a temporary noise-attenuation pile is
a steel outer pile with a 2-inch-thick closed cell foam lining on the inside of the pile and a perforated
metal screen on the inside of the foam.

A double-walled noise-attenuation pile consists of a steel casing with a 1-inch air space and 4 inches
of insulation and an inner steel casing sealed together at the top and bottom.

Monitoring of underwater noise conducted by Washington State Department of Transportation
between 2006 and 2009 and the noise attenuation achieved using these technologies ranged from 7
dB to 21 dB reductions in underwater noise (Washington State Department of Transportation
2016).

Other technologies may be developed to further reduce noise attenuation in the future and these
technologies may be recommended by the permitting agencies during the permitting process, for
use during construction. The final selection of the most appropriate noise attenuation device(s) to
be used during pile driving would be selected in consultation with the state and federal fish and
wildlife agencies.

Comment FSH-20

The Draft EIS state that its voluntary measures and mitigation measures will reduce impacts on fish,
leaving unavoidable or significant adverse impacts. It is worth noting that Bonneville Power
Administration has been actively working to develop and implement tidal and estuary salmon
habitat projects for several years. Limited habitat project availability has been a continual problem
despite a large network of project sponsors. The Cowlitz Indian Tribe objects to the Applicant’s
impact statement, noting that adult and juvenile fish will not be able to avoid impacts or injury and
will likely have increase mortality and/or reduced fitness (page 4.7-37). (3227)

Response to FSH-20

The commenter provides no information in support of the objection to the impact conclusion in
Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish. The Proposed Action would not affect project availability for
the Bonneville Power Administration or other entities’ ongoing efforts in the lower Columbia River
to restore fish habitat and contribute toward the recovery of federally protected species. A new
appendix has been added to the SEPA Fish Technical Report that provides information on all the
restoration projects known to have occurred in the lower Columbia River subbasin (i.e., watershed
below Bonneville Dam). The list of projects was provided by the Lower Columbia Estuary
Partnership.

Comment FSH-21

Additional fish-related comments in brief:

e Eulachon are documents in general project area in both the egg and larval stage. The eulachon
migration begins during the proposed two year dredging window (page 4.7-15). Nothing is
indicated in regards to appropriate solidifying mitigation for potential impacts.

e The Draft EIS does not address fish screening for hydraulic dredging (page 4.7-20).
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e The Applicant fails to account for the direct project impacts to the unidentified 80 to 110 acre
dredge spoil deposition area (page 4.7-22)

e Vessel noise may cause potential behavioral disturbance for fish and may cause avoidance.
(3227)

Response to FSH-21

Refer to Response to FSH-15 regarding the proposed in-water work window. Proposed Mitigation
Measure MM FISH-4, Conduct Eulachon Surveys, has been revised to acknowledge the uncertainty of
when the in-water work may be permitted to occur.

Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, expands discussion of the potential for aquatic organisms,
including fish eggs, larvae, juveniles and adults, to become entrained during hydraulic dredging. The
Final EIS adds a new proposed mitigation measure (MM FISH-5) to conduct fish monitoring during
hydraulic dredging operations to reduce these impacts.

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, described potential impacts on fish associated with disposal of
dredged materials under Temporarily Alter and Permanently Remove Aquatic Habitat and Cause
Physical or Behavioral Response from Elevated Turbidity during Pile Driving and Dredge Disposal. As
stated in these impact discussions, flow-lane disposal is generally permitted to occur within or
adjacent to the navigation channel, and would be expected to occur there under the Proposed
Action.

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, described potential impacts associated with vessel noise,
under the heading Cause Physical or Behavioral Responses to Vessel Noise. This impact has been
moved to the Operations—Indirect Impacts section in the Final EIS. As described in the impact
evaluation, fish that occur near transiting vessels could experience behavioral responses to the
vessel noise but would not likely be injured.

Comment FSH-22

The SEPA co-leads have acknowledged potential direct impacts to fish, wildlife, and their habitats,
including those that would result from increased marine vessel traffic (e.g., wake stranding of
salmonids). The Applicant and SEPA co-leads have failed to identify mitigation measures that would
adequately avoid significant impacts resulting from wake stranding along the marine vessel
transport corridor. (3458)

Response to FSH-22

Refer to the Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding of Fish.

Comment FSH-23

While this document contains a vast amount of information, the potential impacts are unclear. The
impacts from wake stranding throughout the lower Columbia River are growing in clarity, as has
mitigation deemed necessary for such impacts. Due to the environmental, social, recreational and
economic impacts that vessel traffic could have on the region, the agency recommends additional
analysis on wake stranding and the daily number of ships on-site both berthing and anchored. In
addition, greater impacts to commercial fisheries should be analyzed including mainstem and Select

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

4.7-12 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 4. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Natural Environment

Area Fisheries Evaluations, experimental fisheries and recreational fisheries in the proximate area.
(3059)

Response to FSH-23
Refer to the Master Response Vessel Wake Stranding of Fish.

Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Action on
commercial and recreational fishing. The commenter does not provide any information related to
the “greater impacts” that should be evaluated relative to commercial fishing, nor does the
commenter identify what those “greater impacts” are.

Comment FSH-24

The study area proposed should be expanded to include the Washington coast expected to be
traveled by cumulative vessel and rail traffic during operation of the proposed project. Although the
DEIS discusses the potential impact on pinnipeds in the Columbia River, it fails to include any
analysis of increased potential for impacts on cetaceans caused by increased vessel traffic after they
leave the river and enter the Pacific. It is well known that the Columbia River Bar is one of the most
dangerous shipping channels on the west coast. Daily crossings of the bar during storms can pose
risks not only to vessels, but to the estuary environment if there is a spill. A spill of this type could be
difficult to entirely contain due to challenging maritime conditions in the area. The estuary is an
important nursery and foraging area for a myriad of fish and wildlife species. Expansion of the study
are will allow for more accurate projected impacts to Marine Protection Zones, the outer
Washington coastline and designated vessel routes; allowing for more improved understanding of
overall cumulative impacts to species and habitats. (3059)

Response to FSH-24

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment FSH-25

Upon review of the “Fish Fact Sheet” in comparison with this section, there is disagreement in the
number of proposed pilings, from 610 to 630 on-site. Please provide clarity on specifics such as
these pilings in future documents so impacts may be concluded and mitigated properly. The siting of
this facility is a topic that the agency requests more information on. This is due to our lack of clarity
on the analysis on location of the terminal and potential alternatives. A concise analysis on the
terminal location’s impacts to mitigation sequencing, migration corridors, impacts to fish life and
aquatic vegetation, and siting that it is in deep water areas to avoid and/or minimize the need for
dredging is requested.

On-site impacts can minimized with a concise in water work window for construction. The agency
requests discussion on setting the in water work window, and offers consultation on this topic as the
project staging continues. In addition, we support the removal of creosoted piling by vibratory
hammer as proposed. (3059)
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Response to FSH-25

The trestle and docks would require the installation of 630, 36-inch piles. Of this total, up to 610 36-
inch piles would be installed below the ordinary high water mark and up to 20 36-inch piles would
be installed above the ordinary high water mark.

As noted in the Master Response for Project Objectives, the Proposed Action is a private project; as
such, the objectives and proposal are defined by the Applicant. Refer to the Master Response for
Alternatives for an explanation of the requirements related to alternatives in a SEPA EIS.

The proposed docks would be located in deep water zone (DWZ) habitat, adjacent to the navigation
channel but with sufficient clearance to ensure that Proposed Action vessels would not interfere
with vessels transiting in the navigation channel. Siting the docks in DWZ habitat avoids conversion
of shallow water zone (SWZ) habitat to DWZ habitat. The berthing area would be located near the
navigation channel to minimize the scope of future maintenance dredging.

Refer to Response to FSH-15 regarding the proposed in-water work window.

Comment FSH-26

Dredging activities throughout the lower Columbia River are providing further insight on both short
and long term impacts to aquatic environments and species. For example, in water disposal for clean
material is the preferred method as expressed by the agency. WE do recommend a more robust
study of cumulative impacts on dredging in the Lower Columbia River as part of the proposed
project impacts to the region.

Specifics on topics such as initial dredging, and maintenance dredging intervals and quantities, as
well as a study on slope instability in regards to regrade and expansion of the dredge area; these are
important pieces in the determination of impacts and responsible mitigation. We request more
information on the topics of dredging on-site and its larger cumulative impacts on the region in the
formation of a mitigation package. The department offers consultation on the determination of
appropriate mitigation. (3059)

Response to FSH-26

Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, addressed the cumulative impacts of dredging in the
Columbia River. As described in Section 6.3.2.4, Water Quality, although the Proposed Action, in
combination with the cumulative projects, could contribute to cumulative impacts on water quality
as a result of dredging, compliance with state and federal regulations is required since it is a project
that involves dredging. Specifically, projects that require dredging are required to comply with the
Dredged Material Management Program, a federal-state program to streamline the process for
dredged material evaluation and management. Potential cumulative impacts on water quality from
in-water and above-water work and dredging would be minimized with the preparation and
implementation of a project-specific dredging and disposal quality control plan in compliance with
the dredged material management program as required by state agencies (Washington State
Department of Ecology [Ecology] and Washington State Department of Natural Resources [WDNR])
and federal agencies (the Corps and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency [EPA]). Authorization of
flow-lane disposal of dredged material on a project-specific basis requires a sediment suitability
determination from the Dredged Material Management Office and a modeling analysis of total
suspended solids by the Corps. Adhering to a plan developed in compliance with the dredged
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material management program would avoid and minimize water quality impacts and ensure that
potential impacts are temporary and localized in nature.

Furthermore, Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, expands discussion of the potential for aquatic
organisms, including fish eggs, larvae, juveniles and adults, to become entrained during hydraulic
dredging under Construction—Direct Impacts, and reflects the addition of a proposed mitigation
measure (MM FISH-5) to conduct fish monitoring during hydraulic dredging operations to reduce
these impacts.

Comment FSH-27

The DEIS discloses significant impacts to endangered salmonids and other fish from MBT’s vessel
traffic, which would increase large vessel traffic on the Columbia River 44% over 2014 traffic
levels.84 In particular, the DEIS concludes: “The Proposed Action would add 840 vessel transits to
the Columbia River at full build-out, which would introduce additional permanent risk of fish
stranding in the Columbia River.”85 The Co-leads should revise the DEIS to include a more robust
analysis of impacts from wake stranding.

e The DEIS does not attempt to quantify the impact of 840 vessel transits per year on wake
stranding. While the DEIS describes a “growing body” of research on the impacts of large vessel
traffic on wake stranding, the DEIS does not use these studies to project the impact of 840 vessel
transits per year on wake stranding along the Columbia’s shoreline. The Co-leads can utilize data
on wake stranding in the lower Columbia. For example, in 2004 and 2005, researchers
monitored126 deep-draft vessel transits at three beaches along the Lower Columbia River.86
Along a 300-meter stretch of shoreline at Barlow Point (just downstream from MBT),
researchers observed 26 different deep-draft vessel transits, which resulted in the total wake
stranding of 351 juvenile chinook salmon (an average of 13.5 juvenile chinook stranded per
deep-draft vessel transit).87 NMFS Biological Opinion for the Columbia Pacific Bio-Refinery
summarizes studies from the lower Columbia documenting the impacts of wake stranding. The
Co-leads can use data from wake-stranding studies to extrapolate MBT’s impact on ESA-listed
fish.

e The DEIS fails to analyze the impact of wake stranding on ESA-listed eulachon. The Tesoro-
Savage DEIS, released by the Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (“EFSEC”) in
January 2016, analyzed the impact of vessel traffic from that project on eulachon. The Tesoro-
Savage DEIS concluded that wake stranding “could result in a moderate to major long-term
effect on nearshore fish including listed salmonids and eulachon.”88

e The DEIS does not discuss wake stranding along Columbia and Willamette River shorelines
upstream of the terminal. The DEIS discusses beaches susceptible to wake stranding from the
Columbia mouth to the terminal. The DEIS, however, acknowledges that vessels transporting
coal to and from the terminal may use anchorages upstream of the terminal site, including
anchorages at the Ports of Kalama, Woodland, Vancouver, and Portland.89 In turn, the DEIS’s
vessel traffic study area reaches to the Port of Vancouver, Port of Portland, and Willamette
River. Without explanation, the DEIS fails to analyze wake stranding impacts within the
designated study area upstream of the terminal.

For the reasons described above, the DEIS underestimates the project’s impact on wake-stranding.
(3277)
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Response to FSH-27

Refer to the Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding.

Comment FSH-28

The DEIS contains a qualitative conclusion that the MBT will increase the risk of wake stranding.
However, the DEIS never connects MBT’s impact from wake stranding with a mitigation measure.
Instead, the wake stranding section trails off with a one paragraph commentary on vessel operation
oversight by federal agencies. The DEIS does not identify how federal regulation would address or
mitigate impacts from wake stranding.

In sum, the DEIS: (1) discloses significant impacts from vessel traffic, (2) fails to identify voluntary
measures or mitigation to off-set these impacts, and (3) contradicting the DEIS’s own finding that
MBT “would introduce additional permanent risk of fish stranding in the Columbia River,”concludes
“[t]here would be no unavoidable and significant adverse impacts” to fish. The Co-leads must revise
the DEIS to conclude, consistent with the DEIS’s disclosure on the project’s impacts from wake
stranding, that there would be unavoidable and significant adverse impacts to fish. Such impacts
must either be mitigated, or the DEIS should include a clear conclusion that they cannot be.

The coalition anticipates that MBT may propose altering vessel transit speeds in areas more
susceptible to wake stranding. The Co-leads should reject this unproven form of mitigation. In
Columbia Pacific Bio-Refinery BiOp, NMFS noted that reducing vessel speed in the lower Columbia
River to mitigate wake stranding is probably infeasible “primarily because of the lost revenues that
would result from slower ship travel” and because “the speed of ships traveling through the estuary
may be difficult to alter because of safety issues.” (3277)

Response to FSH-28

Refer to the Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding.

Comment FSH-29

The DEIS does not address impingement and entrainment of aquatic organisms in the water intakes
of vessels calling on MBT. Entrainment is the direct uptake of aquatic organisms by the suction field
generated by water intakes on vessels, while impingement refers to organisms becoming trapped
against an intake screen. The DEIS SEPA Fish Technical Report notes that entrainment occurs in the
context of dredging, but fails to address entrainment from vessels.

The FEIS should describe the water intake structures on the tanker vessels, explain the rate and
amount of water taken in by each ship, and explain (through literature review or actual sampling)
the densities at which larval fish and fish eggs are likely to be present in the Lower Columbia River
and therefore susceptible to entrainment or impingement. None of these figures would be
particularly difficult to ascertain, but without them, readers of the DEIS have no information on the
impacts of entrainment resulting from MBT. (3277)

Response to FSH-29

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, Proposed Action-related
vessels entering the Columbia River would be in ballast, meaning they are not loaded with cargo, but
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have had their ballast tanks loaded with seawater to increase the vessel stability and have less of a
draft than when loaded. No ballast water intake is expected to occur in the study area. Therefore, the
Proposed Action would not have the potential to result in impacts on aquatic organisms from vessel
impingement and entrainment.

Comment FSH-30

Despite the impacts disclosed, the DEIS concludes that there would be no unavoidable and
significant adverse impacts to fish. The mitigation described in the DEIS does not support this
conclusion. The DEIS points to compliance with laws and the implementation of voluntary and
mitigation measures. The DEIS, however, fails to specify any details about mitigation aside from
applicant mitigation. For example, the DEIS notes that the Corps will require compensatory
mitigation “for the acres and functions of the affected wetlands.” But MBT failed to identify
compensatory mitigation as part of the DEIS. Indeed, the DEIS is explicit that mitigation is going to
be developed in the future, in plain violation of law. DEIS 4.7-20. As a result, MBT cut-off public,
agency, and tribal government input on the adequacy of mitigation to off-set the project’s impacts.

[t is unclear how the DEIS can conclude the project will have no unavoidable or significant adverse
impacts on fish without identifying and reviewing the adequacy of compensatory mitigation. Such a
conclusion weakens the public’s confidence in the integrity of the document.

Weighing the impacts disclosed in the DEIS against MBT’s “Applicant Mitigation” does not support
the “no unavoidable impacts/no significant adverse impacts” conclusion. For example, MBT
proposes mitigation measure (“MM”) FISH-4, “Conduct Eulachon Surveys.” Under this mitigation
measure, MBT would “conduct underwater surveys for eulachon spawning and larval activity within
those areas where in-water work will occur (i.e., Docks 2 and 3 and the dredge prism)” and
“coordinate with fish and wildlife agencies on appropriate measures to avoid and minimize impacts
to spawning and larval eulachon.” MBT proposed its coal export project over six years ago. Why are
eulachon surveys characterized as a “mitigation measure” when the applicant could have conducted
these studies prior to the DEIS and utilized the studies to influence project design and reasonable
alternatives? (3277)

Response to FSH-30

The Applicant is coordinating closely with Cowlitz County, Ecology, and the Corps to define specific
wetland mitigation to ensure no net loss of wetlands. This requirement may be satisfied in several
ways by the Applicant, and may include purchasing credits in a wetland bank, or permittee
responsible mitigation (e.g., creating a wetland). The type of wetland mitigation would be
determined during the Section 404 permitting process and a comprehensive mitigation plan would
be prepared in coordination with the Corps, Ecology, and Cowlitz County.

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, eulachon presence in the study area is assumed
December through May. Surveys were not conducted because it is unknown when in-water work
would be permitted to occur. Proposed mitigation measure MM FISH-4, Conduct Eulachon Surveys,
has been revised in Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, to acknowledge the uncertainty of when
the in-water work may be permitted to occur and that surveys completed for eulachon would be
done at least 1 year before in-water work would occur. The proposed mitigation measure would
provide time for the Applicant to coordinate with the fish and wildlife agencies on the appropriate
measures to avoid and minimize impacts on eulachon and implement those measures.
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Comment FSH-31

The FEIS should also incorporate findings from a study on the impacts of coal dust in the marine
environment, Simulated coal spill causes mortality and growth inhibition in tropical marine
organisms, published on May 13, 2016. This is the first study to examine the effects of fine coal
particles on tropical marine organisms. The study “demonstrates that moderate to high levels of coal
contamination can substantially decrease growth and increase mortality of important reef-bearing
coral species, reef fish and seagrass.” The Co-leads should analyze the potential for analogous
impacts from coal dust on Columbia River aquatic life. (3277)

Response to FSH-31

Information on coal dust deposition rates from other export terminals that transfer coal to vessels is
not directly applicable to the Proposed Action because of differences in operational dust-
suppression systems, transfer and conveyance equipment, adjacent aquatic environments, seasonal
wind and weather patterns, annual throughput, and other considerations.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, presented estimated coal dust deposition related to the
Proposed Action. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, presents updated estimates. Draft EIS
Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, and 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential impacts from coal dust
deposition on the aquatic environment.

Per Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, the estimated maximum annual deposition of coal
dust at or beyond the project area boundary is 1.99 grams per square meter per year. As stated in
Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, at a maximum deposition rate of 1.99 grams per
square meter per year adjacent to the project area, and at the minimum flow! recorded over the 23-
year period of record for 1 day, coal dust deposition directly into the river (assumed to be an area of
approximately 3 million square meters [1.16 square miles] in the study area) would result in a
change in suspended sediment concentration of less than 1 part per 10 billion (0.000075 milligrams
per liter). This change would not be measureable and is not anticipated to increase turbidity or
water temperature, or affect marine organisms. As stated in Section 4.7, Fish, this change would not
be measureable and is not anticipated to affect aquatic organism functions (i.e., respiration, feeding).

Specifically, Berry et al. (2016) looked at relatively high concentrations of coal dust in tropical
marine environments, ranging from 0 to 275 milligrams/liter of suspended coal dust over 28 days.
The concentrations of coal dust associated with the Proposed Action are expected to be substantially
less than those identified by Berry et al. (2016); thus, the impacts on fish and sea grass documented
in Berry et al. (2016) would not be representative of the potential impacts associated with the
Proposed Action.

Comment FSH-32

"Proposed Action," Page 4.7-19-21 and "Operations-Direct Impacts,” Page 4.7-27 This section
discusses the placement of Docks 2 and 3 with respect to shading of habitats. In order to off-set
(mitigate) for the loss or degradation of aquatic habitat and negative impacts to species due to
increase of overwater structures (piles, conveyor, and two docks), there needs to be additional

1 The minimum recorded flow at the Columbia at Beavery Army Terminal, Quincy, Oregon, is 65,600 cubic feet per
second (1969 to 2014).
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measures taken to avoid or minimize such impacts to existing aquatic habitat and species. These
measures need to be analyzed in the FEIS to determine whether they will mitigate significant
impacts. (2691)

Response to FSH-32

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, evaluated potential impacts on fish in the study area from
construction and operation of the Proposed Action, including those impact mechanisms referenced
by the commenter. The section identified how compliance with laws, incorporation of design
features, implementation of mitigation measures, and adherence to any permit requirements that
would be established by the permitting agencies would reduce impacts on fish, and concluded that
the Proposed Action would not result in unavoidable and significant adverse impacts. Final EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.7.5.1, Proposed Action, includes a design feature from the Applicant to further
reduce the potential use of the proposed overwater structures as perching/roosting habitat by
double-crested cormorants and other piscivorous birds.

Comment FSH-33

"Potential Mitigation Measures," Page 4.7-35

There was mention of additional measures that may be provided by "project design measures, best
management practices, and compliance with environmental permits, plans, and authorizations that
are assumed as part of the Proposed Action", as well as any measures included under Section 7 of
the federal ESA with both the USFWS and the NMFS. Early coordination with the regulatory agencies
and W A DNR is recommended to provide a well-planned and comprehensive project mitigation
plan. (2691)

Response to FSH-33

The SEPA co-leads are responsible for a thorough and objective environmental impact analysis and
identification of mitigation measures that could offset impacts. As part of the process,
communication and coordination with state and federal agencies has occurred and benefitted the
analyses and informed the mitigation measures. The Final EIS will be a resource for local, state, and
federal agency permit decision makers who will develop respective permits and mitigation
requirements based on local, state and federal law.

The Corps is conducting a review of the Proposed Action under NEPA, as the lead federal agency,
and will be consulting under Section 7 of the federal ESA with both the USFWS and the NMFS.
Additional measures may be identified under one or both of these processes that could further
reduce potential impacts on fish and fish habitat.

Comment FSH-34

The DEIS states that the majority of benthic, epibenthic, and infaunal organisms within the proposed
dredge prism would be removed during dredging. It then states: "Recolonization by benthic,
epibenthic and infaunal organisms would be rapid, and disturbed habitats would return to reference
conditions following recolonization by benthic organisms" within 30-45 days. This is not true if the
dredge prism is habitat for lamprey ammoceotes. Rapid recovery would be unlikely (USFW, 2008.
Jolley et al, 2010). The FEIS should consider these more permanent impacts to lamprey habitat. The
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FEIS should also address the ability of epibenthic and infaunal organisms to persist under the
regular maintenance dredging proposed for the facility. (2691)

Response to FSH-34

Refer to Response to FSH-16. Maintenance dredging would require separate permitting beyond
those permits issued for construction of the Proposed Action, but would follow the same methods
and expected to have the same impacts as those described for construction-related dredging.

Comment FSH-35

The FEIS should also address the effect of propeller scour on recolonization. Section 4.5-28 of the
DEIS notes that "the likelihood of temporary, localized increases in turbidity resulting from
propeller wash is considered low based on the amount of dredging anticipated to be required to
accommodate vessels at Docks 2 and 3." This suggests a relationship between the amount of
dredging required and propeller induced disturbance of sediments that should be further explained.
How often will maintenance dredging need to occur to minimize propeller scour from the largest
vessels expected to call at the facility? The conclusion in Section 4.5 of the DEIS that vessels calling
at Docks 2 and 3 would have sufficient depth to minimize the potential for propwash should also be
revisited given that the proposed facility will have a depth of 43 feet and 80% of the vessels calling
at the facility will be Panamax vessels, apparently with drafts of at least 42 feet (DEIS 2-16 n. 13;
Table 4.5-13). The FEIS should address dredging, turbidity and scour assuming the largest vessels
expected to call at the facility during all river conditions. (2691)

Response to FSH-35

The Draft EIS assessed potential impacts related to dredging, turbidity, and scour based on the
largest vessels that would serve the Proposed Action (i.e.,, Panamax-class vessels). The Columbia
River navigation channel is maintained at a depth sufficient to accommodate Panamax-class vessels.

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, evaluated the potential impacts of the Proposed
Action on water quality, including potential impacts from propeller wash. As described in Section
4.5, vessels calling at the proposed docks would require the use of two tugboats to assist with
docking and undocking. As discussed in Section 4.5, cargo vessels typically do not engage their main
propeller during docking and undocking, and thus would not be expected to cause propeller wash-
related scour of the side slopes or bottom of the dredge prism. Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5,
Water Quality, has been updated to more fully describe these operations. As noted in the Draft EIS,
propeller wash from tugboats would be nearer the surface and, thus, would have less potential to
result in scour or erosion of bottom sediments.

Dredging would be employed initially to remove sediments and provide sufficient water depth to
allow access of Panamax-size vessels. Maintenance dredging would be employed to maintain
sufficient depth as needed, which may occur once a year or once every few years, depending on
sediment deposition within the dredge prism.

Comment FSH-36

Under: "Cause Physical or Behavioral Reponses from Elevated Turbidity during Pile Driving and
Dredge Disposal” (p. 4.7-23)- "The temporary increase in turbidity from the Proposed Action is
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expected to be short-term and would not result in chronic sediment delivery to adjacent waters.
Construction-related dredging is proposed to occur from August 1 through December 31, when
many fish species would be present in the study area.” The FEIS should identify what methods will
be employed to minimize impacts to fish present in the study area during this time frame, including
a modified in-water work window (for example). (2691)

Response to FSH-36
Refer to Response to FSH-15 regarding the proposed in-water work window.

Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, expands the discussion of the potential for aquatic organisms,

including fish eggs, larvae, juveniles and adults, to become entrained during hydraulic dredging and
a proposed mitigation measure (MM FISH-5) to conduct fish monitoring during hydraulic dredging

operations to reduce these impacts.

Comment FSH-37

Under: "Operations-Indirect Impacts” (subsection),"Cause Fish Stranding from Vessel Wakes" (p. 4.7-
31)- Under: "Fish Stranding" (p. 4.7-19) and "Operations- Indirect Impacts" (subsection),"Cause Fish
Stranding from Vessel Wakes" (p. 4.7-31). "The Proposed Action would add 840 vessel transits to
the Columbia River at full build-out, which would introduce additional permanent risk of fish
stranding in the Columbia River. The document uses information for Barlow Point. However, Barlow
Point is directly downstream from the Proposed Action and vessels would be slowing as they
approach the docks and accelerating as they leave the docks, which could reduce the size of vessel
wakes generated by vessels associated with the Proposed Action at Barlow Point. Other sites
downstream of Barlow Point would be susceptible to increased risk of fish stranding because of the
vessels associated with the Proposed Action" (p. 4.7-19). "Thus, it is likely that fish stranding
associated with wakes from project-related vessels would occur because of the Proposed Action."(p.
4.7-32).

The FEIS should identify what shipping action associated with the proposed project (i.e., vessel
portage timing) can take place to minimize fish strandings and how and to what level stranding can
be mitigated. (2691)

Response to FSH-37

Refer to Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding for discussion of vessel wake stranding of fish.

Comment FSH-38

It is an inadequate argument to claim 'direct impacts resulting from a spill ... would likely be minor
because the amount ... spilled would be relatively small.' Coal dust spills during transport are not
uncommon. If a spill occurs when salmonids or eulachon are present, lethal and sublethal results are
likely from dust clogging or abrading gills or increased turbidity impacting successful feeding, prey
aversion and movement. An increase in concentration of suspended material from a spill or
accumulated over time impacts benthic and epibenthic invertebrates - many that are important prey
for these fish. (2691)
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Response to FSH-38

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, stated that coal spills would likely result in a limited release of
coal into the environment due to safeguards to prevent such operational errors, such as start-up
alarms, dock containment measures (i.e., containment “gutters” placed beneath the docks to capture
water and other materials that may fall onto and through the dock surface) to contain
spillage/rainfall /runoff, and enclosed/telescoping shiploaders that are inserted into the hull of the
vessels during loading to avoid release of coal outside of the vessel.

Additional context has also been added to this section in the Final EIS to describe the coal train
derailment and coal spill in Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada, in 2014. Further information on the
spill, efforts to recover the spilled coal and monitoring results that provide insight into the potential
impacts of a spill have been included in the Final EIS in Section 4.7.5.1 Proposed Action, Operations—
Indirect Impacts, Spill Coal during Rail Transport.

The Aquatic Impact Assessment for the Burnaby, Canada spill focused on four major elements: water
quality, sediment quality, sediment, and sediment leachate/porewater toxicity and bioaccumulation
potential. One monitoring site yielded marginal but statistically significant effects on the survival of
benthic macroinvertebrates. The results indicate that the sediments located approximately 160
meters downstream of the spill site have the potential to affect freshwater invertebrates, and that
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons in sediments have a slight potential to bioaccumulate in benthic
invertebrates. However, the results of the Aquatic Impact Assessment indicate that while there are
potentially minor impacts, restricted to a very small localized area, the coal in sediments post-
recovery is of a low volume in relation to the volume of coal spilled and that these sediments should
be left in place to undergo natural attenuation. Further mitigation of these sediments was not
recommended.

Comment FSH-39

The DEIS notes that "[ d]redging in the Columbia River is identified as an activity of concern for
eulachon conservation because this activity takes place in proximity to known and potential
eulachon habitats. Dredging activities during the migratory and spawning period could entrain and
kill adult fish, eggs, and larvae; bury and smother incubating eggs; or cause stress and disturbance
that could contribute to decreased spawning success. (DEIS 4.7-15)." Given that dredging required
by the project which may occur annually or more frequently as needed, (DEIS 4. 7-32) and the
potential for propeller scour from day-to-day operations, the description of proposed mitigation to
protect Eulachon in DEIS Section 4.7-36 (surveys and future development of mitigation) is
inadequate. Mitigation measures that are part of a proposal should be described in the FEIS. WAC
197 -11-440( 5)( c), 6(b ), Without a description of what potential mitigation would be, agencies
with jurisdiction cannot evaluate whether proposed mitigation would be sufficient, permissible, or
otherwise capable of being accomplished. (2691)

Response to FSH-39

Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, expands the discussion of the potential for aquatic organisms,
including fish eggs, larvae, juveniles and adults, to become entrained during hydraulic dredging and
a proposed mitigation measure (MM FISH-5) to conduct fish monitoring during hydraulic dredging
operations to reduce these impacts.
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Refer to Response to FSH-15 regarding the proposed in-water work window. Proposed mitigation
measure MM FISH-4, Conduct Eulachon Surveys, has been revised to acknowledge the uncertainty of
when the in-water work may be permitted to occur.

Propeller wash impacts related to deep-draft vessels is typically associated with self-propelled
docking and undocking. Because the vessels calling under the Proposed Action lack adequate
maneuverability at slower speeds, they would be assisted by tugs during docking and undocking.
Because these shallow-draft tugs would be operating in a berth dredged for deep-draft vessels,
propeller wash impacts are not expected.

Comment FSH-40

The DEIS identified that source sound levels generated by the type of bulk carrier vessels transiting
the Columbia River" ...exceed identified thresholds for potential behavioral disturbance for fish and
may cause avoidance or other behavioral responses." In addition to making fish more vulnerable to
predation, avoidance behavior creates additional stressors that are not assessed in the DEIS. (2691)

Response to FSH-40

Additional information has been provided in Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, regarding the
sound levels generated by one Panamax-class vessel in relation to the behavioral response
threshold. The commenter has not provided any information on additional stressors to assess.

Comment FSH-41

Section 4. 7. 7.1 Applicant Mitigation states; "There would be no unavoidable and significant adverse
impacts. " Considering a substantial number of large vessels would be adding to commercial traffic
on the river (70 additional vessels per month, an increase of 44%) the DEIS completely neglects to

assess potential impacts to fish as a result of the increase in bulk carrier traffic that will call on the

new facility and does not support the conclusions of Section 4.7.7.1. (2691)

Response to FSH-41

Refer to the Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding and Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel
Transportation.

Comment FSH-42

The DEIS (page 4.7-16) identifies the prominence of both green and white sturgeon as bottom
feeders throughout the lower Columbia River. White sturgeon in particular use "... a wide variety of
habitats.” The lower Columbia River navigation channel is dredged to 43 foot depth. Panamax and
Handymax class vessels have a draft of 36 feet and greater (DEIS Table 5.4-5) and are moving
between 9 and 15 knots (DEIS, page 5.4-16). There appears to be a reasonable chance that the 1,680
annual additional vessel transits to and from the Millennium pier will be moving in very close
proximity to the river bottom where both green and white sturgeon are likely to be present. Beyond
recognizing the prominent occurrence of sturgeon and other fish in the area where shipping occurs,
there is no discussion on the physical impacts to the fish. The DEIS should assess the potential
extent of impacts of strikes from propellers and direct ship contact to fish, particularly sturgeon, and
the extent that the increase in ship traffic noise increases stress levels of fish, breaks up schools and
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causes increased energy expenditure due to movement away from the disturbance, and how these
impacts, if any, will be avoided and minimized. (2691)

Response to FSH-42

In the 2015 5-year Status Review for the Southern Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of green
sturgeon, NMFS (2015) noted that in the final rule listing the green sturgeon Southern DPS as
threatened, human-made factors such as vessel strikes were not recognized as a primary factor in
the decline of the DPS, and that no new data were available on the threat posed by vessel strikes.
While vessel strikes could occur as a result of the Proposed Action, vessel strikes have not been
recognized as a primary factor in the decline of the DPS and no literature on the subject of vessel
strikes of sturgeon in the lower Columbia River has been located. The Proposed Action would not
have the potential for significant adverse impacts on sturgeon due to vessel strikes.

Comment FSH-43

Projected project related and cumulative increases (44% and 118% increase above 2014levels) in
deep draft vessel traffic within the Lower Columbia River present potentially significant challenges
for juvenile salmon. Existing levels of deep draft vessel wakes currently contribute to stranding of
juvenile salmonids within the lower estuary and are identified as a limiting factor in the Lower
Columbia River Recovery Plan for Salmon and Steelhead. Approximately 33 miles of the lower river
have been identified as having shoreline characteristics that suggest vulnerability to wake induced
stranding events. The Recovery Plan classifies the level of impact to juvenile ocean-type fry as a
moderate population level effect; however, this is prior to projected increases in deep draft vessel
transits. No estuary-wide estimates of mortality have been completed and additional research is
needed to understand the full extent of this issue. (2691)

Response to FSH-43

Refer to the Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding.

Comment FSH-44

Given that wakes from deep draft vessels have been linked to observed stranding events, the FEIS
should clearly differentiate between deep-draft vessel trips and total commercial vessels under both
projected and baseline conditions to facilitate comparison of the potential impacts to ESA listed
salmonids. The Lower Columbia Recovery Plan suggests that options for limiting the impact of
vessel wake stranding are limited due to (1) potential loss of revenue that would result from speed
reductions; and (2) the high costs associated with potential habitat modifications. If no mitigation is
proposed- none is currently identified in the DEIS -then vessel wake induced stranding may warrant
disclosure as an "unavoidable and significant adverse environmental impact” and compensatory
mitigation measures proposed that include an assessment of the commercial and cultural value lost
due to the impacts. (2691)

Response to FSH-44

Refer to the Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding.
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Comment FSH-45

Construction in the Columbia River- The DEIS acknowledges harmful effects from removing old piles
and driving new ones to support the new docks. These include sudden and sustained levels of noise,
turbidity of the water, removal of benthic organisms by dredging, and so on. The mitigation
proposed for the construction impacts seems adequate since that area of the river is already
disturbed by previous industry. However, while the project construction window of Sept. I to Dec. 1
will prevent harm to most juvenile and spawning "focus" fish such as listed salmon, sturgeon, and
eulochon, adult fish migrating through the project area may be harmed by noise. No mitigation is
proposed for the harm to these adult fish, and mitigation to protect eulochon is vague-i.e.,
monitoring and unspecified conservation steps. Specific plans for mitigation must be included in the
final EIS. (3465)

Response to FSH-45

Refer to Response to FSH-15 regarding the proposed in-water work window.

Proposed mitigation measure MM FISH-4 has been revised in the Final EIS to address the
uncertainty of when the in-water work may be permitted to occur. Three mitigation measures were
proposed in the Draft EIS to avoid and minimize impacts from underwater noise on fish and wildlife,
including MM FISH-1, MM FISH-2 and MM FISH-3.

Comment FSH-46

According to the DEIS, during operations the Millennium project will create dust from loading and
unloading ships between the docks and loading area, but the amount of deposition will not cause
serious adverse effects to marine wildlife. The DEIS bases this conclusion on a review of studies on
the effects of coal dust in marine waters by Ahrens and Morrissey (2005). However, Ahrens and
Morrissey's conclusion in their study was that the studies reviewed were inadequate, and more
research of higher quality is needed. There is certainly enough evidence to suggest that both
physical smothering by coal dust and coal leachates cause harm to flora and fauna, especially
juvenile fish and crabs. Until there is more evidence that coal dust is not a problem for marine
wildlife, the DEIS conclusion of no adverse effects is premature. No Final EIS should be issued until
thorough studies of both physical effects and leachates are concluded, including how coal dust will
be taken downstream by the river and dispersed, and how much this dilution may reduce negative
effects on living organisms, if at all. (3465)

Response to FSH-46

Refer to Response to FSH-31.

Comment FSH-47

Fish Stranding- According to the DEIS, the increase in deep water vessel wakes will have variable
effects, depending on tide level, perhaps the time of year, and the presence of sandy, permeable
beaches. One such beach is at Barlow Point, just downstream of the proposed project site. A recent
study reported in the DEIS showed that Chinook salmon juveniles were particularly susceptible to
stranding at Barlow Point. The DEIS suggests that Millennium coal port vessels will slow down near
Barlow Point because they will be near the terminal, and points out that the federal government
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regulates shipping speeds. However, a clear rule to enforce slow speeds can be included in the U.S.
Corps of Engineers NEPA EIS expected this July, and a state final EIS should not be issued until that
mitigation is included. In addition, rules should be created for slowdown, avoidance, and passage
during high tide for similar downstream beaches-where studies are lacking, they should be
conducted before shipping reaches high levels of traffic. The negative pressures on listed fish species
are already great-the effects of large numbers of huge tankers should be minimized as much as
possible. (3465)

Response to FSH-47

Refer to the Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding.

Comment FSH-48

The DEIS states that coal dust from the Millennium Terminal Project will not affect negatively the
fish in the Columbia River. However, the DEIS bases their conclusion on a review of studies of the
physical and chemical effects of coal dust on marine organisms by Ahrens and Morrissey in 2005.
This is an inaccurate interpretation of that Ahrens and Morrissey study. They conclude that the
studies are not just sparse but inadequate. They call for more scientific studies of the effect of coal
dust on marine environments.

Willapa Audubon Society has also asked for more studies about these effects in our comments for
the scope of this Draft Environmental Impact Statement in 2013. We call for them again.

And the final DEIS should not be issued until third-party investigators produce clear evidence of the
true effects of coal dust on fish and other marine organisms. (TRANS-LV-Q3-00031).

Response to FSH-48

Refer to Response to FSH-31.

Comment FSH-49

Another problem in the DEIS is fish stranding, especially of juvenile Chinook salmon. The DEIS says
that this will not be a problem on the closest beach at Barlow, although the studies say that it will --
that's where most fish in our area are stranded -- because the ships will be slowing down. The DEIS
says that the federal government will regulate shipping.

We should not permit this project until the federal regulations for the fish -- for the ships along the
river state that ships should slow down and avoid these beaches where there's more likely to be fish
stranding, and also that they should have this traffic at high tides, when there's less possibility of
stranding fish. (TRANS-LV-Q3-00031)

Response to FSH-49

Refer to the Master Response for Vessel Wake Stranding.

Comment FSH-50

We have concerns about many parts of the DEIS, but I want to talk about fish.
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Why fish? Because they are such an important iconic part of our ecology of the Columbia River. They
are also important culturally and historically, as representatives of tribes have reminded us. And the
representatives from recreational and commercial fishermen.

One of the conclusions of the DEIS is that there is no problem with the coal dust that will come off of
the terminal. However, they are basing that on a study by Ahrens and Morrissey in 2005. And that
study actually says the studies of that coal dust and its effect on marine life is inadequate. Please
reject this and other kinds of inadequate science in the DEIS. (TRANS-LV-M2-00109)

Response to FSH-50

Refer to Response to FSH-31.

Comment FSH-51

The EIS did not discuss impacts to surrounding aquatic bed and water pH, but only says that Barium
would precipitate as Barium sulfate- the study didn’t seem to examine the impact to the river bed
and surrounding area of a layer of coal covering the bed as a suitable medium for plants and animals
to thrive (despite the “bioavailability” of its chemicals- if it makes the river bed extremely acid,
nothing can grow or thrive). No other coal export terminal impacts were cited or reviewed by the
EIS and should be for final EIS. The EIS makes a pitiful show of addressing the “coal dust” issue
without addressing the real issue of the unmitigatable impact to the surrounding aquatic bed and
how far this impact will extend due to river currents. Lots of other coal export terminals exist to use
as comparison, most closely the British Columbia export terminal near Tsawassen, BC, which was
studied most recently in 2006 and cited in the attached NWF publication. This EIS fails to address
the increased coastal and riparian and marine habitat degradation from coal dust impacts and
should be sent back to the drawing board for further analysis. If the US Geological Survey is
unavailable, it must be stated that the EIS simply fails to adequately analyze this issue. The study
area for Water Quality impacts was considered only 300 feet downstream of the project area, which
is laughable, and wholly inadequate considering the size of the Columbia River and its flow of up to
864,000 cfs. (3426)

Response to FSH-51
Refer to Response to FSH-31.

Information on coal dust deposition rates from other export terminals that transfer coal to vessels
are not directly applicable to the Proposed Action based on operational dust suppression systems,
transfer and conveyance equipment, adjacent aquatic environments, seasonal wind and weather
patterns, annual throughput, and other considerations. Results from a recent coal dustfall study
carried out by Delta shows that less than 5% of the low levels of dust in Tsawwassen were identified
as coal particles. Dustfall sampling was conducted during a very dry period and not necessarily
indicative of year-round conditions (Westshore Terminal 2013). A recent report published by the
Sightline Institute (de Place 2012) cited a study prepared by Cope and Bhattacharyya (2001) that
found the Westshore Terminal emits roughly 715 tons of coal dust a year. Draft EIS Chapter 5,
Section 5.7, Coal Dust (Table 5.7-2) showed the anticipated coal dust emissions for the Proposed
Action at full throughput (44 million metric tons) would be 9.86 tons per year, considerably less
than the Westshore Terminal. Thus, the coal dust emissions from Westshore Terminals would not be
an accurate reflection of the coal dust emissions from the Proposed Action, and comparisons
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between coal dust emitted from Westshore Terminals and the impacts observed as a result would
not accurately reflect the potential impacts associated with the Proposed Action.

The water quality direct impacts study area extends 300 feet downstream. The water quality
indirect impacts study area incorporates the project area, the CDID #1 stormwater system drainage
ditches adjacent to the project area, the Columbia River downstream 1 mile from the project area,
and the potential dredged material disposal sites. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas
of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment FSH-52

Based on the artificially constricted study areas for fish and wildlife species, the DEIS omits
consideration of significant impacts of vessel accidents such as collisions and groundings on fish and
wildlife depriving the public and decision makers of important information. In light of this omission,
no legitimate conclusion can be drawn that there would be no unavoidable significant impacts on
fish and wildlife from vessel accidents. (2589)

Response to FSH-52

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, acknowledged that if a vessel incident
occurred the impacts could be significant, depending on the nature and location of the incident, the
weather conditions at the time, and whether any oil is discharged. Although the likelihood of a
serious incident is low, there are no mitigation measures that can completely eliminate the
possibility of an incident or the resulting impacts. The Proposed Action would increase vessel traffic,
which would incrementally increase the likelihood of vessel incidents, and impacts from a vessel
incident could affect fish and wildlife in the indirect impacts study area in the Columbia River.
However, given the existing vessel traffic in the Columbia River, potential impacts on fish and
wildlife from a vessel incident involving a Proposed Action-related vessel would be similar to
impacts that could occur under existing conditions or the No-Action Alternative. Therefore, such
impacts are not analyzed in the EIS.

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment FSH-53

Based on the artificially constricted study areas for fish and wildlife species, the DEIS omits
consideration of significant impacts of vessel accidents such as collisions and groundings on fish and
wildlife depriving the public and decision makers of important information. In light of this omission,
no legitimate conclusion can be drawn that there would be no unavoidable significant impacts on
fish and wildlife from vessel accidents. (2712)

Response to FSH-53

Refer to Response to FSH-52.
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Comment FSH-54

The ecological impacts of coal dust is discussed on page 5.7-14 of the document; however, the
analysis focuses on bioavailability of the chemical constituents based on U.S. EPA standards. The
potential impacts of these sources on the aquatic lands below and adjacent to the dock were not
analyzed. The analysis does not address the potential impacts of potential smothering or shading of
benthic habitats associated with coal dust deposition into surface waters adjacent to the dock.
(2691)

Response to FSH-54
Refer to Responses to FSH-31 and FSH-52.

Comment FSH-55

Vegetation, Page 4.6-8. Submerged plants are mentioned briefly under as section titled Open Water
and Columbia water meal is listed as a special status plant species. However, there is no
acknowledgement of the important ecological functions that freshwater plants and macrophytes
provide for fish and invertebrates using this habitat (Beland et al. 2004). (2691)

Response to FSH-55

Beland et al. (2004) looked at the use of aquatic vegetation in riffle habitats by Atlantic salmon in
Maine. This information does not appear relevant to the lower Columbia River, which provides no
riffle habitat and is tidally influenced. However, it is acknowledged that aquatic vegetation provides
important rearing habitat for juvenile fish, as well as habitat for various invertebrates.

Comment FSH-56

The cumulative impacts of the project’s operation on fish and wildlife resources, including species
along the vessel route outside the limited study areas and species protected by Washington and
Alaska’s National Wildlife Refuges must be studied, analyzed and disclosed in a revised DEIS and the
Final EIS. (2589)

Response to FSH-56

Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, assessed the Proposed Action’s potential impacts on fish
and wildlife in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.
Washington and Alaska’s National Wildlife Refuges are outside the geographic study areas for the
EIS analysis. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for
the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment FSH-57

The cumulative impacts of the project’s operation on fish and wildlife resources, including species
along the vessel route outside the limited study areas and species protected by Washington and
Alaska’s National Wildlife Refuges must be studied, analyzed and disclosed in a revised DEIS and the
Final EIS. Consequences on fish and wildlife from increasing vessel traffic impacts must be included.
Cumulative impacts of the project’s operation in isolation and when combined with other actions
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must be included. In the absence of this information, decision makers cannot make a fully informed
decision. (2712)

Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, assessed the Proposed Action’s potential impacts on fish
and wildlife in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The
Draft EIS assessed potential impacts on fish and wildlife from Proposed Action-related vessel traffic
with the geographic study area for the EIS analysis. The Master Response for Geographic Study
Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

DEIS Section and/or

ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

A Summary Introductory sentence above The project area extends upstream of
Page S-25 Fish Construction. Add: “The study the project location to RM 67, which

area extends upstream of the is correctly described in the text of
project area to River Mile 67.” the SEPA Fish Technical Report.

B Summary We suggest that the proposed We disagree that monitoring for
Page S-51, Section 4.7, mitigation measure to monitor wildlife distress during pile driving
Fish, MM FISH-3 wildlife during dredging and pile or dredging would be a necessary or

driving be removed. effective mitigation measure. Impacts
“To minimize the potential harm to  would be sufficiently minimized
marine mammals, diving birds, or through timing restrictions of the
fish, a professional biologist will work, construction BMPs, and noise
observe the waters near pile- mitigation measures. [dittO if true]
driving and dredging activities for

signs of distress from fish and

wildlife during these activities.”

C 4.7 Fish “Removing 4312 4,263 square feet  Global pile number and footprint edit
Global comment on of habitat from the river bottom of  (Grette Associates, LLC. 2014; Table
number of piles the Columbia River to install 630 1,p.17).

603 piles for the new docks.”

D 4.7 Fish Revise the figure to show the The upstream project area should go
Page 4.7-3, Figure 4.7-  upstream portion of the project to RM 67, which is correctly
1: Fish direct study area to RM 67. described in the text of the SEPA fish
area report.

E 4.7 Fish Add the following document to This document was not included.
Page 4.7-5, Section the list:
4.7.3.1 - Information Grette Associates, LLC. 2014.

Sources Millennium Coal Export Terminal
Longview, Washington: Docks 2
and 3 and Associated Trestle:
Indirect Effects of Structures and
Site Operations. September 2014.
Wenatchee, WA. Prepared for
Millennium Bulk Terminals—
Longview, LLC, Longview, WA.

F 4.7 Fish Strike paragraph 1, sentence 2. It is not correct to indicate a range

with different reference values (150
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DEIS Section and/or
ID Page Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

Page 4.7-6, Section
4.7.3.2 - Impact
Analysis, Assessing
Noise Impacts

G 4.7 Fish
Page 4.7-8, Table 4.7-3

H 4.7 Fish

Page 4.7-8, Section
4.7.4 - Existing
Conditions

Suggest revising the definition for
TSS to:

Temporary loss of hearing
sensitivity (Popper et al. 2014)
Citation for inclusion:

Popper, A.N., Hawkins, A.D., Fay,
R.R.,, Mann, D., Bartol, S., Carlson,
T., Coombs, S., Ellison, W.T.,
Gentry, R., Halvorsen, M.B,,
Lgkkeborg, S., Rogers, P., Southall,
B.L., Zeddies, D., Tavolga, W.N.
(2014) Sound Exposure
Guidelines for Fishes and Sea
Turtles: A Technical Report
prepared by ANSI-Accredited
Standards Committee S3/SC1 and
registered with ANSI. ASA
S3/SC1.4 TR-2014. Springer and
ASA Press, Cham, Switzerland.

For consistency, please revise this
section to adopt the definition for
the Columbia River estuary as
described below. Language from
the Grette 2014a below for
reference:

Bottom et al. (2005) describe the
entire lower Columbia River from
its mouth to the base of
Bonneville Dam (RM 146) as the
Columbia River estuary, further
defining four estuarine gradients
within it. The tidal freshwater or
fluvial region of the estuary
extends from Bonneville Dam
down to approximately RM 34
(RKm 55). Farther downstream
are the brackish-mesohaline
region between approximately
RM 19 and 34 (RKm 30 and 55),
the euryhaline region between
approximately the mouth of the
Columbia River and RM 19 (RKm
30), and the Columbia River
plume which extends into the
surface water beyond the mouth
of the Columbia River. The Project

dBrums to 206 dBpeak, inclusive of
183/187 dBseLcum). The table is
correct for thresholds.:

The definition for TTS should be
changed to something that does not
indicate injury (temporary or
otherwise). (e.g., Popper et al. 2014).
Note: Popper et al. 2014 not cited in
the DEIS or included in the
references section.

The last paragraph in this section
describes the Columbia River estuary
as being downstream of the project
area. The supporting documents (e.g.,
Grette 2014a) use the definition of
estuary (Bonneville Dam to mouth of
the Columbia River) with four
estuarine gradients adopted from
Bottom et al. 2005.
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DEIS Section and/or

ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

area is located the tidal
freshwater region.

I 4.7 Fish Suggest revising the document to  This is the first example of a global
Page 4.7-9, Figure 4.7-3  express depths relative to CRD comment regarding depths for
and datum for consistency. habitat zones. The
Page 4.7-10, Section supporting/source documents
4.7.4.1 - Aquatic (Grette 2014a - f) use the CRD datum
Habitat Types for all depths (e.g., -20 ft CRD). The

narrative in the DEIS uses an
absolute depth (e.g., 31 feet deep).
While it appears this is depth relative
to OHW, it is confusing. Further,
water levels in this area are highly
variable due to season and daily
factors (e.g., tides).

] 4.7 Fish Revise the second sentence as The upper limit of ACM habitat is
Page 4.7-10, Section follows: defined by the Ordinary High Water
4.7.4.1 - Aquatic “The ACM near the proposed docks ~ (OHW) mark, which is defined as
Habitat Types, Active covers approximately 25 acres and ~ +11.1 ft CRD. It is somewhat
Channel Margin extends from 25 to 350 feet misleading and confusing to define

offshore with a maximum depth of ~ the SCM by “depth”, as this is highly

about 11 feet below OHW.” variable and relative to water levels.
Tying this depth to the CRD datum—
either the OHW elevation or 0 ft
CRD—would be clarifying.

K 4.7 Fish Revise the narrative and Table Table 4.7-4 is confusing because it
Page 4.7-11, Section 4.7-4 to be consistent with the combines adults, juvenile fish,
4.7.4.2 — Focus Fish impact discussion in the SEPA yearlings, and subyearlings (see
Species, Salmon and Fish Technical Report. Table 7 Table 7 for comparison) but
Trout and narrative used for the impact  distinguishes among the habitat type
and discussion (Section 3.1.1.1) inthe = (ACM, SMZ, DMZ). Also, it is not
Page 4.7-12, Figure 4.7- SEPA Fish Technlical Repgrt is consistent with the information from
4 much more consistent with the the source document (assumed to be

information in the source Grette 2014b). For example, coho

documents. could be present in the DWZ in the
winter and summer. Finally, for
many fish ESUs, this table appears to
add habitat use in the SMZ which was
not included in the summary tables
in the source documents. This is not
necessarily supported in narrative
citations. Roegner and Sobocinski
2008, which is cited on page 4.7-11,
did not demonstrate abundant
steelhead in beach seine or purse
seine data (see slide 7 in Roegner
and Sobocinski 2008).

L 4.7 Fish Suggest revising to focus on Narrative indicates that, in addition

Page 4.7-15, Section
4.7.4.2 - Focus Fish
Species, Bull Trout

infrequent use in DMZ by bull
trout.

to the potential DMZ use (infrequent,
very low numbers) by adult bull
trout, that the ACM and SWZ could be

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

4.7-32

April 2017



Cowlitz County
Washington State Department of Ecology

Chapter 4. Responses to Comments—
Natural Environment

DEIS Section and/or

ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
used as shallow water rearing areas
by subadult bull trout. Unlike
subyearling and yearling salmonids,
which are smaller and likely to rely
on shallow waters, bull trout
(infrequently present) in the
Columbia River are not likely to be
present in these areas. While it is
possible, based on the general lack of
bull trout observed in beach and
purse seine data, it is probably not
appropriate to characterize them as
regularly using or likely to use these
areas.

M 4.7 Fish “WDFW and ODFW conducted Paragraph 2, sentence 1
Page 4.7-15, Section plankton tows to sample for acknowledges documented egg and
4.7.4.2 — Focus Fish eulachon eggs and larvae in the larvae eulachon presence near the
Species, Eulachon water column at an index site at proposed project (see Table 1 in

about RM 34 (Report A in Mallette = Report B of Mallette 2014). Plankton
2014). Recentstudies-have tow samples documented presence
decwmented-egg-andlarvaelstage  of eulachon “egg/larvae = yes” in all
ewlachon-between-thePortof plankton tows, which were taken on
Longview-aboveBarlow Peintand  asingle day (2/10/12). The next
the-channel below-the-Cowlitz sentence, relates to data from Report
River-mouth-including foursampte A of Mallette 2014, which is for peak
sites-offshore-of the Project-Area larval abundance over three survey
Mallette 2014)-Peak larval years at a WDFW index site further
abundance occurred in mid-March ~ downstream, and is a broader
during two of the three survey measure of larval downstream
years and from late April to early transport timing for the lower

May in the third year. As part of a Columbia River and many tributaries.
related one-time sampling effort,

eulachon eggs/larvae were

documented in plankton tows at

six sample sites (inshore and

offshore) near the proposed

Project between RM 62.8 to 64.0 in

February 2012 (Report B in

Mallette 2014).”

N 4.7 Fish “Turbidity in the study area is Sentence 6, re. turbidity levels. These
Page 4.7-18, Section variable based on a number of turbidity levels appear to be based
4.7.4.2 - Focus Fish, factors. For example, over five days on the background levels observed
Water Quality of water quality monitoring for during water quality monitoring in
Conditions dredging, background levels December 2011 and January 2012

(upstream from active dredging)

ranged eonsistenthrranges from 29
te-67the mid-20s to the mid-60s

nephelometric turbidity units

(NTUs) at all depths (US Army

corps of Engineers Dredged

Material Management Office 2010

in Grette 2014c).”

during dredging. Although these
levels are representative of the
background levels observed, they are
from a brief period during a single
season.
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0 4.7 Fish “A total of 6108 603, 36-inch- Global pile number and footprint edit
Page 4.7-22, Section diameter steel piles would be (Grette Associates, LLC. 2014; Table
4.7.5.1 - Proposed placed in-water, permanently 1,p.17).

Action, Temporarily removing 0.10 acre (4342 4,263
Alter and Permanently ~ square feet) of benthic habitat.”
Remove Aquatic

Habitat

P 4.7 Fish Paragraph 1 - strike sentence 2 The temporal discussion of
Page 4.7-23, Section (not part of this section). deepening the project area is
4.7.5.1 - Proposed addressed in the previous section
Action, Cause Physical and does not belong in the Section
or Behavioral pertaining to turbidity.

Responses from
Elevated Turbidity
during Pile Driving and
Dredge Disposal

Q 4.7 Fish “Installation of 618 603 structural ~ Global pile number and footprint edit
Page 4.7-23, Section steel piles to support the trestle (Grette Associates, LLC. 2014; Table
4.7.5.1 - Proposed and Docks 2 and 3 would generate 1, p. 17).

Action, Cause Physical underwater noise during pile-

or Behavioral driving (Grette Associates 2014b).”  This pile number is reflective of the
Responses to entire structure (e.g. trestle, Dock 2,
Underwater Noise and Dock 3) rather than only Docks 2
during Pile Driving and 3.

R 4.7 Fish Suggest replacing Table 4.7-7 Table 4.7-7 is confusing because it
Page 4.7-25, Table 4.7-  with Table 7 from the SEPA Fish re-organizes the information layout,
7 Technical Report. combines factors (e.g., shallow water

Also, suggest removing eulachon ~ subyearling vs. subyearling, shallow

from the table and addressing water), and does not correspond to

them in the narrative. Table 7 which is used for the detailed
impact discussion in the SEPA Fish
Technical Report.

S 4.7 Fish “Source sound levels of bulk Page 3-12 Cites bulk carrier vessel
Page 4.7-29, Section carrier vessels were measured in source sounds in Puget Sound. These
4.7.5.1 - Proposed Puget Sound at between 187.9 and  values have little meaning if not
Action, Operations - 198.2 dB re 1uPA at 1 meter when  referenced to dBpeak or dBruws.

Direct Impacts, Cause vessels were travelling between 9.0 ~ Without that context they cannot
Physical or Behavioral and 11.0 knots (Hemmera reasonably be compared to the
Response to Vessel Environchem et al. 2014)” behavioral threshold (150 dBrwus).
Noise

T 4.7 Fish “In summary, spilled coal fugitive Paragraph 1 (last in this section) is
Page 4.7-34, Section coal dust from project operations summarizing the discussion about
4.7.5.1 - Proposed is not expected to increase...” spilled coal, not fugitive coal dust.
Action, Operations -

Indirect Impacts, Spill
Coal Dust During Rail
Transport
U 4.7 Fish “If Aadult fish targeted in Paragraph 1 posits that increased

Page 4.7-34, Section
4.7.5.1 - Proposed

commercial and recreational
fishing were to alter behavior in

vessel traffic could cause behavioral
responses in fish (presumably from
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Action, Operations -
Indirect Impacts, Affect
Commercial and
Recreational Fishing

\Y SEPA Fish Technical
Report
Page 1-7, Figure 3:
Study Area

w SEPA Fish Technical
Report
Page 2-5, Table 2

X SEPA Fish Technical
Report
Page 2-6, Section 2.2.2 -
Study Area

response to wowtd-ikely-migrate
idoof th cation el l
te-aveid increased underwater
noise levels, they could avoid the
navigation lanes or migrate
quickly through them. Commercial
and recreational fishing vessels
would not likely be fishing in the
navigation channel when large
vessels are present. Therefore, the
Proposed Action would be unlikely
to significantly reduce commercial
or recreational fishing catches or
limit access for fishing activities.”

Revise the figure to correctly
identify the study area as
extending upriver to RM 67.

Suggested global edit:

Adopt the elevations relative to
CRD datum in order to express
depths.

“DWZ: The area waterward
extendingfrom-edge of the SWZ,
ranging in depth from -20 ft CRD
to deeper than -40 feet CRD.

approximately-450-feetfromthe

“TTS: Temporary hearing damage”
Revise the definition above to:
TSS: Temporary loss of hearing
sensitivity

Reference to be added:

Popper, A.N., Hawkins, A.D., Fay,
R.R,, Mann, D., Bartol, S., Carlson,
T., Coombs, S., Ellison, W.T.,
Gentry, R., Halvorsen, M.B,,
Lgkkeborg, S., Rogers, P., Southall,
B.L., Zeddies, D., Tavolga, W.N.
(2014) Sound Exposure
Guidelines for Fishes and Sea

disturbance associated with
increased noise and vessel
movement), and that adult fish
would likely migrate outside of the
navigation channel to avoid
increased noise. This is too strong of
a statement which is not supported
by our understanding of fish
behavioral responses to increased
underwater sound or the actual
levels and extents of underwater
sound associated with vessel traffic.
It is possible that such a response
could happen in some cases. In either
case, the conclusion of unlikely to
significantly reduce commercial or
recreational fishing catches is
correct, but the distinction regarding
certainty of effect is important.

The upstream project area should go
to RM 67, which is correctly
described in the text.

This is the first example of a global
comment regarding depths for
habitat zones. The
supporting/source documents
(Grette 2014a - f) use the CRD datum
for all depths (e.g., -20 ft CRD). The
narrative in the SEPA Fish Technical
report uses an absolute depth (e.g.,
31 feet deep). While it appears this is
depth relative to OHW, it is
confusing.

Water levels in this area are highly
variable due to season and daily
factors (e.g., tides).

The definition for TTS should be
changed to something that does not
indicate injury (temporary or
otherwise). TSS is more accurately
described as a temporary loss of
hearing sensitivity, not injury (e.g.,
Popper et al. 2014).

Note: Popper et al. 2014 is not cited
in the DEIS, and is provided here for
reference.
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DEIS Section and/or
ID Page Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

Y SEPA Fish Technical
Report
Page 2-7, Figure 5

Z SEPA Fish Technical
Report
Page 2-9, Section
2.2.2.1 - Aquatic
Habitat Types, Active
Channel Margin

AA  SEPA Fish Technical

Report

Turtles: A Technical Report
prepared by ANSI-Accredited
Standards Committee S3/SC1 and
registered with ANSI. ASA
S3/SC1.4 TR-2014. Springer and
ASA Press, Cham, Switzerland.

Revise Figure 5 to express
elevations relative to CRD datum.

Suggest revising the document to
express depths relative to CRD
datum for consistency. OHW at
the site is 11.1 ft CRD. This
includes modifying the body text
and footnote on this page.

“..and OHW is at approximately
+11.1 70 feet CRD (National
Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration 2013, FS-Army
Corps-of-Engineers2004a)->"

And
Footnote: “The-OHW-is-equivalent
| hicher hicl

linein the tidallv-ind |
I Columbia River”

“The DWZ habitat type
encompasses about 117 315
acres...”

Figure 5 - please apply the same
comment as for page 2-5 re,
expressing depths relative to CRD
rather than as absolutes (this figure
indicates an absolute value relative
to 11.1 ft OHW).

The definition of Ordinary High
Water is misleading. OHW has been
defined by the US Army Corps in the
Lower Columbia River according to
river mile in feet, CRD. At the site,
OHW is 11.1 ft CRD.

This is the first example of a global
comment regarding Ordinary High
Water. On page 2-6 (subsection
Riparian) there is the first reference
to OHW in this document.

“The riparian zone includes lands less
than 200 feet landward from ordinary
high water (OHW) (+11.1 ft CRD).”
This excerpt references the same
value which is used in the source
documents (Grette 2014 c). This
elevation for OHW has been used for
at least the last 5 years in a number
of project and permitting documents
for the Project as well as other
actions at this site (e.g., Dock 1
maintenance), and is consistent with
the OHW level used for Port of
Longview projects approximately 3
miles upstream.

On page 2-9 (subsection Active
Channel Margin), there is a second
reference to OHW which defines it at
7.0 ft CRD, which is equivalent to
MHHW (per the NOAA Tide Station at
the Port of Longview). USACE 2004a
(cited here) is specific to the Portland
Harbor and lower Willamette River
and does not provide pertinent
information for this location.

The Shoreline Habitat Inventory
Report lists Deep Water Zone (DWZ)
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Page Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

BB

cC

DD

Page 2-9, Section
2.2.2.1 - Aquatic
Habitat Types, Deep
Water Zone

SEPA Fish Technical
Report

Page 2-10 to 2-23,
Section 2.2.2.3: Focus
Fish Species

SEPA Fish Technical
Report

Page 2-18, Section
2.2.2.3 - Focus Fish
Species, Bull Trout

SEPA Fish Technical
Report

We suggest that Table 3 and the
narrative in this discussion be
modified for consistency with the
impact discussion.

See Table 5 and associated
narrative.

Suggest revising text to focus on
infrequent use in DMZ by bull
trout.

Suggest revising Paragraph 3 as
follows:

as 117 acres. (Grette Associates,
2014a)

Table 3 is confusing because it
combines adults, juvenile fish,
yearlings, and subyearlings (see
Table 7 for comparison) but
distinguishes among the habitat type
(ACM, SMZ, DMZ). Also, it is not
consistent with the information from
the source document (assumed to be
Grette 2014c). For example, coho
could be present in the DWZ in the
winter and summer. Finally, for
many fish ESUs, this table appears to
add habitat use in the SMZ which was
not included in the summary tables
in the source documents. This is not
necessarily supported in narrative
citations (e.g. Roegner and
Sobocinski 2008, cited 2-17) did not
demonstrate abundant steelhead in
beach seine or purse seine data, see
slide 7).

This table (Table 7) and narrative
used for impact discussion (Section
3.1.1.1) is much more consistent with
the information in the source
documents.

Narrative indicates that, in addition
to the potential DMZ use (infrequent,
very low numbers) by adult bull
trout, that the ACM and SWZ could be
used as shallow water rearing areas
by subadult bull trout. Unlike
subyearling and yearling salmonids,
which are smaller and likely to rely
on shallow waters, bull trout
(infrequently present) in the
Columbia River are not likely to be
present in these areas. While it is
possible, based on the general lack of
bull trout observed in beach and
purse seine data, it is probably not
appropriate to characterize them as
regularly using or likely to use these
areas.

Paragraph 3, sentence 1
acknowledges documented egg and
larvae eulachon presence near the
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DEIS Section and/or

ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
Page 2-19, Section WDFW and ODFW conducted project (see Table 1 in Report B of
2.2.2.3 - Focus Fish plankton tows to sample for Mallette 2014). Plankton tow
Species, Eulachon eulachon eggs and larvae in the samples documented presence of

water column at an index site at eulachon “egg/larvae = yes” in all
about RM 34 (Report A in Mallette  plankton tows, which were taken on
2014). Recentstudies-have a single day (2/10/12). The next
decumented-egg-andiarvaclstage  sentence, relates to data from Report
ewlachon-between-thePort-of A of Mallette 2014, which is for peak
Longview-above Barlow Peint-and  larval abundance over three survey
the-channel below the-Cowlitz years at a WDFW index site further
River mouth-including foursample downstream, and is a broader
sitesoffshore of the Project Ared measure of larval downstream
Mallette 2014)- Peak larval transport timing for the lower
abundance occurred in mid-March ~ Columbia River and many tributaries.
during two of the three survey

years and from late April to early

May in the third. As part ofa

related one-time sampling effort,

eulachon eggs/larvae were

documented in plankton tows at

six sample sites (inshore and

offshore) near the proposed CET

between RM 62.8 to 64.0 in

February 2012 (Report B in

Mallette 2014).”

EE  SEPA Fish Technical “Turbidity in the study area is Paragraph 2, sentence 4, re. turbidity
Report variable based on a number of levels. These turbidity levels appear
Page 2-25, Section factors. For example, over five days  to be based on the background levels
2225 -Sedimentand ofwater quality monitoring for observed during water quality
Water Quality dredging, background levels monitoring in December 2011 and
Conditions (upstream from active dredging) January 2012 during dredging.

eonsistently-rangeds from the mid-  Although these levels are

20s to the mid-60s 29-to-67 representative of the background
nephelometric turbidity units levels observed, they are from a brief
(NTUs) at all depths (US Army period during a single season.

corps of Engineers Dredged

Material Management Office 2010

in Grette 2014c).”

FF  SEPA Fish Technical “A total of 603 610 of the 622630  This is a global edit regarding an
Report 36-inch-diameter steel piles incorrectly stated number of piles
Page 3-2, Section required for the trestle and docks and associated pile footprint. The
3.1.1.1 - Construction: would be placed below the OHW current pile numbers are 622 total,
Direct Impacts, mark, permanently removing an 603 of which would be below OHW.
Temporarily Alter or area equivalent to 0.10 acre (4263 This results in removal of 4,263 sq ft
Permanently Remove 4:312 square feet) of benthic of river bottom (Grette Associates,
Aquatic Habitat habitat.” LLC. 2014f; Table 1, p. 17).

GG  SEPA Fish Technical Global edit. Please check citations  The citations for Grette
Report to Grette documents a, b, c, etc. documents do not track with the

Pages 3-5 to 3-18,
Section 3.1.1.1 -
Construction: Direct

references section.
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DEIS Section and/or
ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
Impacts, Increased
Underwater Noise
during Pile Driving
HH  SEPA Fish Technical Revise the following text to be Global pile number and footprint edit
Report consistent with the source (Grette Associates, LLC. 2014f; Table
Page 3-5, Section document. 1, p. 17)
3.1.1.1 - Construction: “Docks 2 and 3 and their
Direct Impacts, associated trestle would be
Increased Underwater  supported by 622 638 36-inch steel
Noise during Pile piles, 603618 of which would be
Driving installed in aquatic areas below
OHW.””
I SEPA Fish Technical “To install 603 610 pilings in- Global pile number and footprint edit
Report water would require two years, (Grette Associates, LLC. 2014f; Table
Page 3-9, Section based on the proposed in-water 1,p.17).
3.1.1.1 - Construction: ~ work window for impact pile
Direct Impacts, driving.”
Distance to Injury and
Disturbance
Thresholds
1] SEPA Fish Technical Revise the beginning of Paragraph  Paragraph 1 needs context in terms
Report 1 with the following: of timing and relative abundance.
Pages 3-11, Section The majority of juvenile Chinook
3.1.1.1 - Construction:  from all ESUs outmigrate through
Direct Impacts, the study area during the spring
Increased Underwater  and summer or early fall. However,
Noise during Pile a relatively small number of
Driving, Juvenile subyearlings from ocean-type ESUs
Chinook Salmon may be present in the tn-general
Habitat Use and Timing juvenile-Chinooksalmon
outmigrate-thretghthestudy-area
within SWZ and DWZ habitat
during some or all of the
September 1-December 31
proposed in-water-preposed work
window for impact pile driving
(Table 7). Overall, habitat use and
timing for juvenile Chinook salmon
is summarized as follows (Grette
2014a).
KK  SEPA Fish Technical Revise Paragraph 2 as follows: Page 3-12, Paragraph 2 concludes
Report “The extent or magnitude to that it is assumed that increased

Page 3-21, Section
3.1.1.3 - Operations:
Direct Impacts,
Increased Shading

which an increase in overwater
surface area may alter the
predator-prey relationship at the
project area is unknown, but it is
assumed that the relationship
could weuld change and an
increase in predation could occur

where larger subyearling,
yearling, or larger juvenile fish

overwater structure would change
predator/prey relationships and
increase predation, although extent
or magnitude is unknown. This is
specific to the Dock 2 and 3
structures, not the trestle. This was
addressed in a supporting document
which was not cited in the SEPA
technical report (Docks 2 and 3 and
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ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

encounter the Dock 2 and 3 Associated Trestle: Indirect Effects of

structures in the DWZ. would-be Structures and Site Operations,

likely. This likely would not apply  Grette Associates 2014). As

to smaller subyearling fish discussed in that document, based on

encountering the trestle in the the depth and offshore location,

ACM and SWZ. increased predation risk would not
apply to those small subyearling fish
utilizing shallow water (SMZ, ACM);
see page 19 of that document. Larger
subyearlings, and yearling and other
juvenile fish using deep waters may
experience an increased risk of
predation, but this would apply to a
relatively small number of fish based
on the small width of the structure
relative to the channel width at this
location.

LL  SEPA Fish Technical “Source sound levels of bulk carrier Page 3-12, Paragraph 2 cites bulk
Report vessels were measured in Puget carrier vessel source sounds in Puget
Page 3-21, Section Sound at between 187.9 and 198.2  Sound. These values have little
3.1.1.3 - Operations: dB re 1uPA at 1 meter when vessels meaning if not referenced to dBpeak or
Direct Impacts, Vessel were travelling between 9.0 and dBrums. Without that context they
Noise 11.0 knots (Hemmera cannot reasonably be compared to

Environchem et al. 2014).” the behavioral threshold (150 dBrus).

MM  SEPA Fish Technical “If Aadult fish targeted in Paragraph 1 posits that increased
Report commercial and recreational vessel traffic could cause behavioral
Page 3-30, Section fishing were to alter behavior in responses in fish (presumably from
3.1.1.4 - Operations: response to underwater noise from disturbance associated with
Indirect Impacts, Affect  vessels, they could avoid the increased noise and vessel
Commercial and navigation lanes or migrate movement), and that adult fish
Recreational Fishing quickly through them. wewldlikely ~ would likely migrate outside of the

migrate-outsideof the-navigation  navigation channel to avoid

channel to-avoidincreased increased noise. This is too strong of

underwater-noiselevels: a statement which is not supported

Commercial and recreational by our understanding of fish

fishing vessels would not likely be behavioral responses to increased

fishing in the navigation channel underwater sound or the actual

when large vessels are present. levels and extents of underwater

Therefore, the Proposed Action sound associated with vessel traffic.

would be unlikely to significantly It is possible that such a response

reduce commercial or recreational  could happen in some cases. In either
fishing catches or limit access for case, the conclusion of unlikely to
fishing activities.” significantly reduce commercial or
recreational fishing catches is
correct, but the distinction regarding
certainty of effect is important.
(3070)
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Response to FSH-58

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Summary, Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7,
Fish, and the SEPA Fish Technical Report in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most
column of the above table for lettering used to identify each comment.

Comment A: Summary, S.6.2.2, Natural Environment, has been revised to clarify the upstream
extent of the fish study area.

Comment B: Summary, MM FISH-3, Monitoring for wildlife distress during construction
activities is an important and typical mitigation component when sensitive species could be
present. The mitigation measure has been retained.

Comments C, O, Q, FF, HH, and II: The number and area of piles below the ordinary high water
mark presented in the Draft EIS and SEPA Fish Technical Report is consistent with the Joint
Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA) submitted by the Applicant to the Corps in July
2016. Thus, no change has been made to the Final EIS or SEPA Fish Technical Report regarding
this information.

Comment D: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Figure 4.7-1, has been revised to show the correct
study area.

Comment E: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.3.1, Information Sources, has been revised
to add the Grette Associates report, Millennium Coal Export Terminal Longview, Washington:
Docks 2 and 3 and Associated Trestle: Indirect Effects of Structures and Site Operations, to the list
of information sources.

Comment F: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.3.2, Impact Analysis, Assessing Noise
Impacts, has been revised to clarify sound-level pressure impacts on fish.

Comment G: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Table 4.7-3, has been revised to clarify the definition of
temporary threshold shift (TTS).

Comment H: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.4, Existing Conditions, has been revised to
clarify the extent of the Columbia River Estuary.

Comment I: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.4.1, Aquatic Habitat Types, has been revised
with the Columbia River Datum (CRD) reference, as appropriate.

Comment J: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.4.1, Aquatic Habitat Types, has clarified the
ACM habitat depth by adding the CRD reference.

Comment K: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Table 4.7-4, has been revised for clarity.

Comment L: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.4.2, Focus Fish Species, Bull Trout, has been
revised for consistency with the SEPA Fish Technical Report.

Comment M: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.4.2, Focus Fish Species, Eulachon, has been
revised to include Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife eulachon egg and larvae information from sampling efforts in the Columbia River
near the project area.

Comment N: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.4.2, Focus Fish Species, Water Quality
Conditions, has been revised to clarify turbidity level range in the study area.
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e Comment P: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.5.1, Proposed Action, Construction—Direct
Impacts, Cause Physical or Behavioral Responses from Elevated Turbidity during Pile-Driving and
Dredge Disposal, reflects the deletion of the sentence on benthic habitat and pile removal.

e Comment R: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Table 4.7-4, has been revised to be more consistent
with information presented in the SEPA Fish Technical Report. Eulachon were retained in the
table.

e CommentS: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.5.1, Proposed Action, Operations—Direct
Impacts, Cause Physical or Behavioral Responses to Vessel Noise, has been updated to replace
vessel underwater noise data with new noise data expressed in decibels root mean squared
(dBRMS).

e Comment T: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.5.1, Proposed Action, Operations—Indirect
Impacts, Spill Coal Dust During Rail Transport, has been revised to replace the summary
paragraph with a new discussion on cleanup results from a 2014 coal train spill in Burnaby,
British Columbia, Canada.

e Comment U: Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, Section 4.7.5.1, Proposed Action, Operations—Indirect
Impacts, Affect Commercial and Recreational Fishing, presents a revised discussion of adult fish
response to underwater vessel noise.

e Comment V: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Figure 3, has been revised to show the correct
study area.

e Comment W: The SEPA Fish Technical Report has been revised to use CRD as a reference for
habitat zone depths throughout the technical report.

e Comment X: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 2.2.2, Study Area Table 2 has been revised
to clarify the definition of TTS.

e Comment Y: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Figure 5 has not been revised as suggested by
comment, but text in Section 2.2.2.1 Aquatic Habitat Types has been revised to express
elevations in CRD.

e Comment Z: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 2.2.2.1, Aquatic Habitat Types, Active
Channel Margin, has been revised to express depths relative to Columbia River Datum for
consistency; Shallow Water Zone and Deep Water Zone sections have also been revised for
consistency.

e Comment AA: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 2.2.2.1, Aquatic Habitat Types, Deep
Water Zone has been revised to correct the DWZ habitat area (acres).

e Comment BB: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 2.2.2.3, Focus Fish Species, Table 3 has
been replaced with new table for clarity (same as new Draft EIS Table 4.7-4).

e Comment CC: The narrative on bull trout use of the different aquatic habitats has not been
changed in the SEPA Fish Technical Report, as suggested. The technical report indicates that bull
trout are “occasionally” observed in the lower Columbia River. The technical report also
indicates that bull trout are opportunistic predators, and move between aquatic habitat types in
search of prey.

e Comment DD: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 2.2.2.3, Focus Fish Species, Eulachon, has
been revised to include WDFW and ODFW eulachon egg and larvae information from sampling
efforts in the Columbia River near the project area.
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e Comment EE: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 2.2.2.5, Sediment and Water Quality
Conditions, has been revised to clarify turbidity level range in the study area.

e Comment GG: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 3.1.1.1, Construction: Direct Impacts,
Increased Underwater Noise during Pile-Driving, has been revised to correct inconsistent Grette
citations.

e Comment J]J: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 3.1.1.1, Construction: Direct Impacts,
Increased Underwater Noise during Pile-Driving, Juvenile Chinook Salmon Habitat Use and Timing,
presents revised habitat use and timing information for the study area.

e Comment KK: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 3.1.1.3, Operations: Direct Impacts,
Increased Shading, has been revised to clarify the predator-prey relationship regarding
subyearlings in the shading impact discussion.

e Comment LL: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 3.1.1.3, Operations: Direct Impacts, Vessel
Noise, has been revised to replace vessel underwater noise data with new noise data expressed
in dBRMS.

e Comment MM: The SEPA Fish Technical Report, Section 3.1.1.4, Operations: Indirect Impacts,
Affect Commercial and Recreational Fishing, presents a revised discussion of adult fish response
to underwater vessel noise.
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4.8 Wildlife

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to wildlife.

Comment WLF-1

Our property butts up to Mt. Solo and is filled with birds: hawks, bald eagles, song birds, owls, and
deer, coyote, and bear. How will the noise, light glare, visual dust and non-visual microbes affect this
wildlife? (1431)

Response to WLF-1

Potential noise and coal dust impacts on wildlife from construction and operation of the Proposed
Action are addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife.

As stated in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Aesthetics, Light, and Glare, the project area is located in
a wide corridor of industrial, transportation, and utility land uses along the Columbia River. These
surrounding uses and the project area itself already have artificial lighting under existing conditions.
The Proposed Action would introduce new light sources to the project area, and the lighting would
be designed to minimize spillage from the site. The changes to project area would be consistent with
the existing industrial use of the project area and the surrounding industrial area. Therefore, the
Proposed Action would not have the potential for significant adverse impacts on wildlife due to
lighting.

Comment WLF-2

Most significant is the lack of information on project-related adverse impacts to the federally listed
as endangered Southern Resident Killer Whales (SRKWs). Project-related increases in vessel traffic
and associated noise, coal and/or oil spills, air and water pollution, and adverse impacts to the
salmon that the SRKWs feed upon could all adversely impact the SRKW population. (2433)

Response to WLF-2

Southern resident killer whales are not known to occur in the study area for indirect impacts on
wildlife, which includes the lower Columbia River downstream from the project area to the mouth of
the river. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the
study areas analyzed in the EIS. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish, described potential impacts on
fish, including salmon, from construction and operation of the Proposed Action. The section also
described the design features, existing regulations, and proposed mitigation measures that would
minimize impacts on fish. The section concluded that the Proposed Action would have no
unavoidable and significant adverse impacts on fish.

Comment WLF-3

The rail and vessel corridors servicing the proposed coal export terminal support habitats of critical
importance to a variety of bird species. The Columbia River Estuary represents prime stopover
habitat for migratory shorebirds and waterfowl within the Pacific Flyway. The western extent of the
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estuary is a designated Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network site that supports large
numbers of shorebirds during migration. The DEIS states that there may be adverse effects on birds
such as Bald Eagle, Peregrine Falcon, Vaux's Swift, and several waterfowl species including Barrow's
Goldeneye from coal dust deposited from the coal terminal project during operations. Three of these
species are on the at-risk list of 189 birds in Washington State identified in the National Audubon
Society's 2014 Birds and Climate Change Report. In summary, we believe that the DEIS fails to
address adequately many of the concerns about the proposed coal export terminal at Longview and
as it stands the findings in the DEIS do not bode well for the coal terminal. (2558)

Response to WLF-3

The commenter has not specifically stated what the Draft EIS fails to address adequately regarding
birds. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, described bird species and habitat in the study areas,
with a focus on special-status species per SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-440(6)(c)(i)), and potential
impacts from construction and operation of the Proposed Action. The Columbia River Estuary
Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network, which extends to river mile 60, is outside of the
direct and indirect impacts wildlife study areas defined in the Final EIS. The Master Response for
Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment WLF-4

We note that the DEIS discussion of the Columbia River population of Columbia White-Tailed Deer is
deficient in that it fails to study whether the project, in an area where the Deer has been
documented to occur, would add further impediments to successful dispersal of this species by
hindering Deer movement through the project area. This deficiency must be corrected and
mitigation must be developed for this impact, if it would occur. (2589)

Response to WLF-4

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, described potential impacts on wildlife from construction
and operation of the Proposed Action. The section also described the design features, existing
regulations, and proposed mitigation measures that would minimize these impacts on wildlife.

As discussed in Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8.4.1 Terrestrial Habitat, the project area is mostly
developed with existing structures and disturbed surface and vegetated areas, providing limited
wildlife habitat, and is located at the western edge of development associated with the City of
Longview, which limits wildlife movement or migration through the project area toward the city
(where habitat does not exist). Deer have been documented west-northwest of the project area and
have been noted in the project area. Areas to the north-northeast and around to the southeast of the
project area (in a clockwise direction) are already heavily developed by industrial, commercial, and
residential land uses that extend all the way to the Cowlitz River and along the Columbia River.
Because the project area is at the western edge of this development, it is unlikely that there are any
deer or movement of deer through the project area or beyond where they have already been
documented because there is no suitable habitat in these developed areas for deer to disperse or
move into. The Proposed Action would slightly expand the current disturbed area footprint, but
would not block or impede access to any habitats outside of the project area because there are no
suitable habitats present between the project area and Cowlitz River. Therefore, the Proposed
Action would not create any new habitat fragmentation and would not hinder deer movement or
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create an impediment for deer any more than current conditions because current conditions do not
support such deer movement.

The U.S. Corps of Engineers is preparing a Biological Assessment (BA) and consulting with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service as part of the NEPA process. The consultation is ongoing and the result of
the consultation and information in the BA will be considered by Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other
agencies for decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Comment WLF-5

We note that the DEIS discussion of the Columbia River population of Columbia White-Tailed Deer is
deficient in that it fails to study whether the project, in an area where the Deer has been
documented to occur, would add further impediments to successful dispersal of this species by
hindering Deer movement through the project area. This deficiency must be corrected and
mitigation must be developed for this impact, if it would occur. (2712)

Response to WLF-5

Refer to Response to WLF-4.

Comment WLF-6

Species vulnerable to the adverse impacts of the project but left unaddressed by the DEIS but listed
in our scoping comment include Cetaceans and other marine mammals; fish, marine vertebrates and
invertebrates, seabirds, water fowl, shorebirds and other birds, terrestrial mammals, phytoplankton,
and zooplankton. The DEIS further fails to discuss and analyze significant impacts of the project on
fisheries, economies, and communities dependent on the health of the National Wildlife Refuges.
Given the decision makers’ status as trustees of the Public Trust obliged to protect the Refuges’
resources, and combined with SEPA and NEPA’s public trust obligations, the DEIS should have taken
special care to analyze impacts on fish and wildlife protected by the refuges. The DEIS avoids any
analysis of impacts on the vast majority of these refuges’ fish and wildlife species by artificially
constricting the fish and wildlife study areas and, in turn, narrowly limiting species considered in
the DEIS. As a result, the DEIS inappropriately concludes the project would have no unavoidable and
significant adverse environmental impacts on fish and wildlife. A revised DEIS and the Final EIS
must correct this deficiency. (2589)

Response to WLF-6

In accordance with SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-440(6)(c)(i)), the Draft EIS focused on rare,
threatened, or endangered species and conservatively assumes that these species are or could be
present in the study area at any given time. The Draft EIS referred to other species in general terms.
The risk of impacts on special-status species would be greater than all other species because of their
sensitivity, but impact types and mechanisms would be the same for other species.

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.
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Comment WLF-7

Species vulnerable to the adverse impacts of the project but left unaddressed by the DEIS but listed
in our scoping comment include Cetaceans and other marine mammals; fish, marine vertebrates and
invertebrates, seabirds, water fowl, shorebirds and other birds, terrestrial mammals, phytoplankton,
and zooplankton. The DEIS further fails to discuss and analyze significant impacts of the project on
fisheries, economies, and communities dependent on the health of the National Wildlife Refuges.
Given the decision makers’ status as trustees of the Public Trust obliged to protect the Refuges’
resources, and combined with SEPA and NEPA’s public trust obligations, the DEIS should have taken
special care to analyze impacts on fish and wildlife protected by the refuges. The DEIS avoids any
analysis of impacts on the vast majority of these refuges’ fish and wildlife species by artificially
constricting the fish and wildlife study areas and, in turn, narrowly limiting species considered in
the DEIS. As a result, the DEIS inappropriately concludes the project would have no unavoidable and
significant adverse environmental impacts on fish and wildlife. A revised DEIS and the Final EIS
must correct this deficiency. (2712)

Response to WLF-7
Refer to Response to WLF-6.

Comment WLF-8

The DEIS basically concludes that these sea lion and seal species will probably just get used to the
additional vessel noise and probably get out of the way of the project’s 1680 massive bulkers. DEIS
4.8-24 and 4.8-25; Wildlife Report 3-23 and 3-21. These conclusions may be questionable in
themselves: they are based on speculation (“...it is likely that an individual would have the ability to
avoid and swim away from the vessel.” ”Any response to project-related vessel noise would likely be
minimal.” Emphasis added). The cumulative impacts analysis adds nothing to the discussion because
it merely repeats these speculative conclusions without any real analysis of the cumulative impacts
of noise and vessel strikes from the project vessels in isolation and when added to other reasonably
foreseeable vessel transportation projects. DEIS 6-33. (2712)

Response to WLF-8

As stated in Draft EIS, Chapter 4, Section 4.8 Wildlife, vessel strikes on pinnipeds are extremely rare
based on the cited literature. This statement is independent of the statement on the ability of these
species to move out of the way of vessels. The Final EIS has been revised to discuss NOAA 2015
Marine Mammal Stock Assessment data, which indicate the low potential for pinniped vessel strikes.
Based on this information, the Final EIS concludes that vessel strikes related to the Proposed Action
and cumulative projects would be generally be considered low.

A more detailed discussion of vessel noise impacts on the three pinnipeds in the study area is found
in the SEPA Wildlife Technical Report. As stated in the technical report, underwater noise generated
by ships in the study area would generally be outside of the peak sensitive hearing frequencies for
Steller sea lion, California sea lion, and harbor seal and potentially outside the full range of their
sensitive hearing frequencies. Based on this information, it is reasonable to conclude that noise from
transiting vessels related to the Proposed Action and cumulative projects would not have a
significant impact on pinnipeds.
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Comment WLF-9

The DEIS basically concludes that these sea lion and seal species will probably just get used to the
additional vessel noise and probably get out of the way of the project’s 1680 massive bulkers. DEIS
4.8-24 and 4.8-25; Wildlife Report 3-23 and 3-21. These conclusions may be questionable in
themselves: they are based on speculation (“...it is likely that an individual would have the ability to
avoid and swim away from the vessel.” ”Any response to project-related vessel noise would likely be
minimal.” Emphasis added). The cumulative impacts analysis adds nothing to the discussion because
it merely repeats these speculative conclusions without any real analysis of the cumulative impacts
of noise and vessel strikes from the project vessels in isolation and when added to other reasonably
foreseeable vessel transportation projects. DEIS 6-33. (2589)

Response to WLF-9

Refer to Response to WLF-8.

Comment WLF-10

The DEIS inappropriately avoids any analysis of releases of non-native or invasive species in ballast
water or from ship fouling and does not provide mitigation for this impact by merely referencing
U.S. Coast Guard and Washington State regulations. There is no discussion of what these regulations
would require of vessels calling on MBTL or whether and how effective those regulations would be
in controlling invasive species for the vessels that would be calling on MBTL from foreign ports.
Compliance with existing regulations cannot be used as mitigation. A revised DEIS and the Final EIS
must correct this flaw. (2712)

Response to WLF-10

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, described potential indirect impacts of vessel
transport related to the Proposed Action, including the potential to introduce contaminants from
ballast water; this section in the Final EIS has been revised to better reflect the federal and state
regulatory requirements for ballast discharge. As described under Operations—Indirect Impacts,
although ballast water could contain invasive species that could result in harm or displace native
aquatic species, the vessels calling under the Proposed Action would be required to comply with
existing state and federal regulations, which would reduce the likelihood of these impacts.
Specifically, Proposed Action-related vessels would be required to implement one of the following
ballast water management methods per U.S. Coast Guard ballast discharge regulations (33 CFR
151.2025): install a ballast water management system, use only water from a U.S. public water
system, not discharge ballast water, or discharge ballast to a facility onshore or to another vessel for
treatment. Regardless of the ballast water management option selected by vessel operators, all
ballast water discharge must meet the ballast discharge standards per 33 CFR 151.2030 and EPA
NPDES Vessel General Permit standards. In addition, the Washington State ballast discharge
regulations (Revised Code of Washington [RCW] 77.120.040) include reporting, monitoring, and
sampling requirements of ballast water, and all vessels must submit nonindigenous species ballast
water monitoring data. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife may also board and inspect
vessels under Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 220-150-033 without advance notice to
provide technical assistance, assess compliance, and enforce the requirements of Washington State
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ballast water management program laws and regulations. All vessel operators would be required to
comply with federal and state ballast regulations or risk penalties for violations.

Comment WLF-11

The DEIS inappropriately avoids any analysis of releases of non-native or invasive species in ballast
water or from ship fouling and does not provide mitigation for this impact by merely referencing
U.S. Coast Guard and Washington State regulations. There is no discussion of what these regulations
would require of vessels calling on MBTL or whether and how effective those regulations would be
in controlling invasive species for the vessels that would be calling on MBTL from foreign ports.
Compliance with existing regulations cannot be used as mitigation. A revised DEIS and the Final EIS
must correct this flaw. (2589)

Response to WLF-11

Refer to Response to WLF-10.

Comment WLF-12

Wildlife and Their Habitat- Complete assessment of the effects of coal dust, noise and the dangers
posed by potential fires and derailments generated by increased coal train transportation. In like
manner the same potential effects and dangers posed by accidents on the Columbia River by coal
barging. (2980)

Response to WLF-12

The Draft EIS addressed the concerns raised by the commenter in the following sections.

e Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, described potential impacts on wildlife and habitat, from
construction and operation of the Proposed Action, including effects of coal dust deposition, coal
spills from train derailments, and train wildlife strikes.

e Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Traffic, addressed the potential for increased risk of a vessel
incident related to vessel transport under the Proposed Action.

These sections also described the design features, existing regulations, and proposed mitigation
measures that would minimize these impacts.

The Proposed Action would increase rail traffic, which would increase the likelihood of incidents
that could lead to rail-related fires, such as from a derailment or wildfire start. While the likelihood
of such an incident would be low, potential impacts would be similar to impacts that could occur
under existing conditions or the No-Action Alternative. Therefore, potential impacts from rail-
related fires are not assessed in the EIS.

Comment WLF-13

The same comprehensive assessment as stated above for marine species, fish and fisheries must be
undertaken for all wetlands, streams and rivers but must be expanded to include native vegetation,
native wildlife not on an endangered species list, birds of all types, including water fowl and
migratory species that depend those wetlands, streams and rivers for survival. Of critical
importance in this assessment is the potential long term negative effect of coal dust buildup in the
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environment due to shedding of coal dust by coal trains during transportation from coal mines to
proposed export terminals. (2980)

Response to WLF-13

Refer to Response to WLF-6 regarding the Draft EIS’s focus on rare, threatened, or endangered
species.

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife, addressed
potential impacts of coal dust on water quality, vegetation, fish and fish habitat, and terrestrial and
aquatic species and habitat from operation of the Proposed Action. The Master Response for
Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment WLF-14

The presence of whitetail deer has been disclosed previously and will be considered in detail in the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) consultation for the Project. No separate analysis is required for the
Final EIS. (3070)

Response to WLF-14

In accordance with SEPA Rules, the Draft EIS provided an analysis of potential impacts on wildlife
(including the Columbian white-tailed deer) separate from ESA and NEPA; this analysis was
provided in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife.

Comment WLF-15

The Draft EIS identified wildlife displacement and mortality associated with clearing and
construction activities but does not appropriately identify specific species displacement or mortality
(page 4.8-16). Twenty-five percent of the permanent terrestrial habitat loss occurs in relatively
undisturbed areas (page 4.8-17) The Draft EIS minimizes species mortality by stating that ‘species
reproduce rapidly and any losses due to mortality would not be expected to affect the viability or
fitness of the species at the population scale.” We disagree with this assertion and we believe the
proposed action exacerbates current concerns associated with an already depressed state of affairs
of wildlife and associated habitat conditions in the Lower Columbia Region. The Draft EIS does not
provide further information on if this applies to rabbits, frogs, or endangered Columbian white-
tailed deer (page 4.8-17). (3227)

Response to WLF-15

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, described the species that could occur in the wildlife study
areas, focusing on special-status species per SEPA regulations (WAC 197-11-440(6)(c)(i))- Final EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, has been revised to provide additional information on existing
habitat conditions. The potential impacts of habitat removal apply to of all of these species with the
potential to be present, regardless of whether they would actually be present during construction;
these habitat impacts are quantified in in Temporarily Alter or Permanently Remove Terrestrial
Habitat. Approximately 50% of the undisturbed habitat impacts would be on wetlands which would
be permanently removed and which would be mitigated and replaced per federal and state wetland
regulations. As stated under Temporarily Alter or Permanently Remove Terrestrial Habitat highly
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mobile wildlife species, such as larger mammals and birds, would likely leave the terrestrial study
area during construction activities. Mortality of less-mobile species such as burrowing mammals,
reptiles, amphibians, and insects could occur, but would not be at levels expected to affect the
viability or fitness of the species at the population scale.

Comment WLF-16

Federally Endangered Columbia white tailed deer have been observed on the project site. The
project proposal does not address habitat fragmentation or habitat corridor concerns either in the
riparian or floodplain areas of the project impact area (page 4.8-10). (3227)

Response to WLF-16

Refer to Response to WLF-4 regarding potential dispersal/connectivity impacts on the Columbia
white-tailed deer.

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.6, Vegetation, and 4.8, Wildlife, the shoreline and
riparian environments have been substantially altered, affecting habitat in adjacent upland and
riparian zones. Some forest and scrub-shrub habitat areas occur along the base of the
maintained/mowed levee in the terrestrial direct impacts study area that likely provide some
foraging and cover for small and large mammals, foraging and nesting passerine, waterfowl and
raptor bird species, and foraging, breeding, and refuge for amphibians. The riparian area is largely
disconnected from other large contiguous habitat areas due to development or to breaks in habitat
from mowed levee areas down to the water edge of the Columbia River, this narrow riparian strip of
habitat may be used but is not be considered a wildlife migration corridor that would allow
unconstrained seasonal movement of wildlife along the edge of the river.

Comment WLF-17

The Draft EIS justifies railroads as beneficial for wildlife as corridors for feeding and migration,
using the same criteria that contribute to the frequency of wildlife strikes along roads (page 4.8-26).
This is ridiculous and we request a do-over in analyzing wildlife resources and subsequent impact
concerns. (3227)

Response to WLF-17

The Draft EIS statement that railroad corridors are used for wildlife movement is attributed to the
Dorsey (2011) citation which documented that some wildlife use existing rail lines as corridors for
movement, including for foraging, accessing critical resources, migrating, and dispersing. It is also
documented that existing rail lines can impede wildlife movement (e.g., fencing along rail rights-of-
way, noise, and blockage). The Draft EIS also described other potential adverse impacts on wildlife
from increased rail traffic on existing rail lines, notably train strikes, citing the same Dorsey (2011)
document.

Comment WLF-18

We were alarmed when we read in the Draft EIS that the proposed Coal terminal would
substantially increase shipping traffic in the Columbia River. The significant recovery efforts we
have made will be deleteriously impact, including potential for waste of the dollars spent on
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recovery. This is alarming to us. We have planned additional restoration actions for Columbia White-
tailed deer. We would a better assessment of the project’s impacts on the federally-listed
Endangered Columbia white-tailed deer. The Draft EIS fails to capture Wildlife recovery efforts in
the region and what impacts the proposed action would have upon damaging past and future
recovery efforts.

Extreme habitat fragmentation is a major contributing factor to Columbian White-tailed deer’s
historic decline. Habitat fragmentation continues to threaten recovery. Columbia white-tailed deer
are cut off of their historic migratory corridor all along the Lower Columbia River lowlands.
Industrial developments along their migratory corridor reduce their ability to move freely upstream
and downstream. Migration is important for their recovery and sustainability of genetically viable
populations. The proposed Coal terminal is located between two populations, located at Diblee Point
and Willow Grove. The proposed coal terminal would further exacerbate an already identified
problem undermining their health and welfare.

Columbia white-tailed deer are threatened by this proposal in three ways. First, Columbia white-
tailed deer are good swimmers and frequently cross the Columbia River to reach adjacent habitat.
The Applicant’s proposed order-of-magnitude of increased shipping presents likelihood for
significant mortality. Impacts during migratory movements crossing the Columbia River include
ship strikes and drowning.

The Draft EIS doesn’t address threats to Columbia white-tailed deer through increased vessel traffic
in the Columbia River. We believe that addressing this element is well justified. It is alarming to
contemplate additional migratory patterns deleteriously impacted by increased shipping traffic.

Second, Columbia white-tailed deer were observed on the project site. The Draft EIS does not
discuss the project site’s features as existing habitat or as a migration corridor. It does not discuss
lost habitat impacts. Mitigation is not addressed in any way.

Third, the Applicant does not discuss or evaluate Columbia white-tailed deer terrestrial or aquatic
migration corridor. Our environment is already in a depressed State. Existing developments
continue to have deleterious impacts on our environment. Why we would consider any new major
developments of this nature while still struggling from past problems? The Draft EIS only recognizes
the already depressed environment as a rationalization about why the project’s impacts are
unimportant. We don’t think there is any mitigation that could effectively offset the damages to
existing resources. Taken along with the Applicant’s fuzzy ‘trust us’ approach to mitigation, we
believe this further justifies our opposition for this proposed development. (3227)

Response to WLF-18

Refer to Response to WLF-4 regarding potential dispersal/connectivity impacts on the Columbia
white-tailed deer.

The Draft EIS described existing conditions in the wildlife study areas. To the extent that past
recovery efforts have improved conditions in a study areas, those conditions are reflected in the
existing conditions described in the Draft EIS. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, recognized
the locations of the nearest recovery efforts to the project area at Fisher, Hump, Lord, and Walker
Islands. None of these islands are in the terrestrial wildlife direct impacts study area, but a very
small area of Lord Island is within the indirect impacts study area. Recovery efforts occurring in the
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wildlife study areas would be accounted for in the analysis; however, no ongoing recovery efforts
were identified. Any recovery efforts outside of the defined study area would not be affected.

The USFWS recovery plan (1983) and WDFW status review (2016) for the Columbia white-tailed
deer do not list vessel strikes on swimming deer in the Columbia River as an impact threatening the
survival of the species; vessel strikes or the fact that Columbian white-tailed deer swim and can
cross the Columbia River are not mentioned in either document. Therefore, increased vessel traffic
related to the Proposed Action would not have a significant impacts on the species.

Comment WLF-19

The document includes references to the likely increase in wildlife strikes associated with the
increased rail traffic. However, the plan addressing or monitoring this impact is lacking clarity.
Currently, this section recommends monitoring for train/wildlife strikes, monitoring the population
level impact of these strikes, and at a later undefined date, possibly implementing mitigation.
Specifically, section 4.8.7.2 should include more robust language, and a detailed discussion
regarding mitigation that addresses avoidance, minimization, and compensatory mitigation as
necessary.

While this section addresses several wildlife impacts, there is limited information regarding loss of
connectivity, disturbance, and landscape barrier impacts that the rail lines have on the environment.
This impact should be more adequately recognized and appropriate mitigation strategies should be
designed as part of the project approval, not at an undefined time in the future. (3059)

Response to WLF-19

As stated in Draft EIS Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, the coal export
terminal would use existing rail corridors and infrastructure. The evaluation of potential impacts of
existing rail infrastructure is outside the scope of the EIS; refer to the Master Response for the
Purpose and Focus of the EIS for additional information. Existing rail infrastructure results in
landscape barrier impacts under existing conditions. These impacts would not change substantially
as a result of the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action would not have the potential for significant
adverse impacts on wildlife due to landscape barrier impacts so further assessment in the EIS is not
included. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, disclosed that the increase in trains using these
rail lines related to the Proposed Action could result in an increased frequency of rail wildlife
strikes, which could result in injury or death.

As noted in the Master Response for Mitigation Framework, mitigation presented in the Other
Measures to Be Considered subsection (such as the measure referenced by the commenter) consist of
actions that could be implemented by parties other than the Applicant to further reduce potentially
significant impacts associated with the Proposed Action. These measures are beyond the Applicant’s
control or authority and would not be enforceable through a permit specific to the Applicant’s
proposal. Inclusion of these measures in the EIS is intended to help decision-makers and planners
establish priorities for actions within their authority and jurisdiction to implement. In this case, the
Applicant has no ability to make railroad improvements or set operational standards for trains
which are the responsibility of the railroads under federal regulations. Therefore, the Final EIS does
not provide more specifics on a recommended train wildlife strike monitoring plan.
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Comment WLF-20

On-site construction and development are discussed appropriate in Section 4.8. The documents
underplay however the loss of available habitat by the destruction of 24 acres of productive wetland
on the project site, which is host to a diverse host of species and ecological communities important
to the area and region. This includes the great pacific flyway, a corridor for migrating birds. An
analysis on the impacts above and beyond avoidance and minimization is requesting in order to
effectively discuss mitigation needs for the impacts to species and environments from on-site
construction. (3059)

Response to WLF-20

Refer to Response to WLF-6 regarding the Draft EIS’s focus on rare, threatened, or endangered
species.

Habitat functions of wetlands in the project area are more fully described in Draft EIS Chapter 4,
Section 4.3, Wetlands, than in Section 4.8, Wildlife. Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, has been
revised to provide additional information on wetland habitat functions. Based on the Washington
State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington, three of the five wetlands in the project area
were determined to have moderate habitat function and two wetlands determined to have low
habitat function. The presence of wildlife in these wetlands is likely limited to temporary use by
passerine birds and waterfowl for foraging, breeding, and refuge. Mitigation would be required to
compensate for loss of these wetlands and their habitat functions as part of the Clean Water Act
Section 404 permit process.

Comment WLF-21

Wildlife is barely talked about as far as rail impacts are concerned in spite of having an entire
chapter on wildlife in the DEIS. Increased train traffic will negatively impact wildlife that need to
cross tracks, drink or swim in water and eat food that may be contaminated with coal dust. Animals
cross tracks for many reasons including migration, finding food and mating. Some herbivores will
walk on tracks in the winter if the snow is very deep. And noise also negatively impacts many
species of wildlife. Noise impacts are only noted for four species at the construction site when they
should be considered for all wildlife outside of the study area and for the entire rail line. More trains
mean more noise. These impacts to wildlife need to be considered in more detail in the FEIS. (2536)

Response to WLF-21

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, addressed potential indirect impacts on wildlife from
increased rail traffic in Washington State related to the Proposed Action, including the potential
impacts from coal dust deposition (Generate and Disperse Coal Dust in Terrestrial and Aquatic
Habitats) and collisions (Cause Wildlife Strikes along the Rail Corridor in Washington State).

The noise analysis in Section 4.8 identified the noise thresholds that USFWS has established for
species that could occur in the study area for noise from construction activities, of which there are
four. As discussed in the section, specific noise thresholds have not been established for the majority
of wildlife species because an animal’s response to sound varies substantially from species to
species. Section 4.8 disclosed the potential noise impacts on all wildlife from construction and
operations of the Proposed Action.
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Refer to Response to WLF-6 regarding the Draft EIS’s focus on rare, threatened, or endangered
species.

Comment WLF-22

The DEIS is inadequate in its description of aquatic species occurring within the proposed project
impact area, what are referred as "common species of invertebrates and amphibians" and
"Freshwater insects and other invertebrate species (i.e., mollusks, crayfish)". Freshwater mussels in
the area include Anodonta nuttalliana, Anodonta californiensis, Anodonta oregonensis. All occur in the
lower reaches of the Columbia and are important species in the ecosystem providing food for fish,
mammals and water birds. They are filter feeders and therefore sensitive to levels of turbidity and
oxygen. The mussels all require host fish as part of the reproduction cycle so direct impacts to fin
fish from this project indirectly impact these mussels (Nedeau et al. 2004) and should be considered
in the EIS. (2691)

Response to WLF-22
Refer to Response to WLF-6.

Comment WLF-23

DNR disagrees with the conclusion in the DEIS that although mortality to amphibians will occur,
"these species typically reproduce rapidly and any losses due to mortality would not be expected to
affect the viability or fitness of the species' populations.” In fact, although amphibians have existed
over 300 million years, in just the last two decades over 170 species have gone extinct and 45% of
the existing species have populations that are declining. Since amphibians lay eggs along river banks
that float on water surface, successful reproduction is threatened by direct impacts during
construction, during dredging, from coal dust and vessel traffic as well as from indirect impacts from
changes to water quality (Stuart et al, 2004). (2691)

Response to WLF-23

Based on review of the USFWS threatened and endangered species list, the Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Priority Habitat and Species (PHS) Statewide List and Distribution for
Cowlitz County, and PHS spatial data, there are no rare, threatened, or endangered amphibians in
the coal export terminal study area (see the SEPA Wildlife Technical Report appendix for the five
amphibian species determined to not be in the study area). Amphibians on these lists are the most
sensitive and vulnerable amphibians. Because these species were determined to not be present in
the study area, there would be no potential impact on these special-status amphibian species from
the Proposed Action.

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, described potential impacts on other (non-special-status)
amphibian species in the direct impacts study area related to construction of the Proposed Action.
These impacts would be temporary, occurring only during construction.

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, all stormwater runoff would be
collected and treated prior to discharge under an NPDES permit to ensure that it meets water
quality standards. In addition, the Draft EIS concluded that the low aqueous extractability of the
contaminants in coal minimizes the potentially toxic effects in aquatic habitats (Chapter 4, Sections
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4.8, Wildlife, and 4.5, Water Quality). Given the existing and historical levels of vessel traffic in the
Columbia River, Proposed Action-related vessels transiting through the Columbia River would not
have the potential for significant adverse impacts on amphibians.

Comment WLF-24

The federally listed Columbia White-Tailed Deer lives on land and islands in the project area. The
DEIS states that these deer were seen on the project property-this is consistent with the species'
presence and stable population on Puget Island and other habitat with human activities (Azerrad
2016). Although the federal government has proposed that increasing numbers of the deer mean
that it can be down-listed from endangered to threatened (Florip 2015), Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife recommends retaining state designation as endangered, because
the number of deer remains relatively low, and the Washington population remains at risk for
flooding, disease, and faun predation. One of the main concerns is persistent problems with
dispersal due to artificial barriers such as highways and unsuitable habitat (conifers) that surround
the species’ current habitat (Azerrad 2016). The DEIS does not address the effects on the ability of
the project to further disrupt deer movement through its habitat. Just stating that the deer are
present on the project site and proposing no mitigation for disrupting their use of the site is not
acceptable. The DEIS also proposes no mitigation for adverse effects on these deer from increased
vessel traffic and high vessel wakes, especially on islands already prone to flooding. (3465)

Response to WLF-24

Refer to Response to WLF-4 regarding potential dispersal/connectivity impacts on the Columbia
white-tailed deer. Refer to Response to WLF-18 regarding potential impacts on swimming deer.

Vessel wakes are not large enough to cause flooding of land along the Columbia River or islands that
may be prone to flooding. Flooding is driven by high water flows of the Columbia River that are
related to natural events (e.g., significant rain events). Therefore, the Proposed Action would not
have the potential for significant adverse impacts on wildlife due to vessel wakes.

Comment WLF-25

The DEIS states that the proposed coal export terminal is only 5 miles upstream from Crims Island
which supports critical habitat for the federal threatened and state endangered Streaked Homed
Lark. As the DEIS also states, Purple Martin nest sites have been documented just 2 miles from the
terminal site at Coal Creek Slough, one of two nearby Washington State Birding Trail sites. Suitable
nesting and foraging habitat for listed species such as the Bald Eagle, Peregrine Falcon, Vaux's Swift,
and several waterfowl species including climate-sensitive Barrow's Goldeneye, exist well within the
reach of anticipated coal dust deposits. In particular, Lord Island supports significant numbers of
wintering ducks and geese. The DEIS states that there may be adverse effects on these birds from
coal dust deposited from the coal terminal project during operations. The DEIS states "In general,
there is a paucity of peer-reviewed scientific literature examining the potential effects of coal dust
on wildlife, in particular, on terrestrial wildlife" (SEPA Wildlife Technical Report, p. 3-18). DOE
should commission studies on the effects of coal dust on birds before issuing the Final EIS. Also, any
mitigation should not depend on models of coal dust deposits but instead should be based on actual
measurements of coal dust deposits when the project is operational. This will mean installing
detectors for particulate matter on Lord Island, at the least. (3465)
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Response to WLF-25

While the SEPA Wildlife Technical Report, stated there is limited peer-reviewed scientific literature
on potential effects of coal dust on wildlife, Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, addressed the
potential physical and toxicological effects of coal dust on wildlife based on the available
information. In addition, Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, discussed a recent analysis of
ecological impacts of coal dust from coal from the Powder River Basin, which would be the coal
source under the Proposed Action, during rail transport. The analysis, which was based on
conservative assumptions, showed that although ecological impacts can occur through exposure of
plants and animals to coal dust and its constituents in soil and water, none of the chemical
concentrations estimated for soil would result in values greater than the EPA ecological soil
screening levels for plants, soil invertebrates, avian wildlife, or mammalian wildlife.

Coal dust mitigation measures do not depend on models of coal dust deposits, but depend on actual
coal dust measurements taken during operations. As stated in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal
Dust, potential mitigation measure MM CDUST-1, Monitor and Reduce Coal Dust Emissions in the
Project Area, is based on monitoring coal dust during operations at locations approved by the
Southwest Clean Air Agency.

Comment WLF-26

The DEIS states there will be adverse impacts to shoreline vegetation and nearshore fish, specifically
forage fish species such as eulachon upon which marine birds and mammals rely. We are also
concerned about potential disturbance to birds caused by vessel traffic, including the effects of wake
on the birds themselves and impacts to their nesting, roosting and foraging areas. As discussed
below, mitigation for impacts to marine wildlife are inadequate. (3465)

Response to WLF-26

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, described potential impacts on plants, including
shoreline erosion and vegetation impacts that could result from vessel wakes related to vessel
calling at the project area. Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation, clarifies that the potential for
these impacts would be greater under the Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action would result in an increase in vessel traffic, which characteristically produces
wakes that would contribute to shoreline erosion and fish stranding. However, vessels transiting the
Columbia River in existing conditions already produce wakes that may affect bird nesting, roosting,
and foraging areas, and the characteristics of the vessels and the associated wakes would not change
with the Proposed Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action would not have the potential for
significant adverse impacts on marine birds due to vessel wakes and further analysis in the EIS is
not included.

For more information about the development, implementation, and enforcement of mitigation
measures, refer to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework.

Comment WLF-27

We would like a complete assessment of the project's impacts on the federally listed endangered
Columbia River Whitetail Deer. Columbia Whitetail Deer are threatened by this proposal in three
ways. First, Columbia Whitetail Deer are good swimmers and frequently migrate across the
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Columbia River to reach adjacent habitat. The applicants proposed ship traffic will likely result in
significant mortality including ship strikes and drownings. The Draft EIS doesn't address the threat
of the Columbia Whitetail Deer through increased Columbia River vessel traffic. Second, Columbia
Whitetail Deer were observed on the project site. The Draft EIS does not discuss the project site
features of the existing habitat or as a terrestrial migration corridor. It does not discuss habitat loss,
impacts, or mitigation. Third, applicant does not discuss or evaluate Columbia Whitetail Deer
terrestrial or aquatic migration corridors. Extreme habitat fragmentation is a major contributing
factor to Columbia Whitetail Deer's historic decline. (TRANS-LV-M2-00021)

Response to WLF-27

Refer to Response to WLF-4 regarding potential dispersal/connectivity impacts on the Columbia
white-tailed deer. Refer to Response to WLF-18 regarding potential impacts on swimming deer.

Comment WLF-28

DEIS Section and/or
ID Page Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

A Summary
Page S-27, Wildlife,
Construction, third
paragraph

B Summary
Page S-28Wildlife,
Operation, first full
paragraph

We suggest that the proposed
mitigation measure to monitor
wildlife during dredging and pile
driving be removed.
“Implementing proposed
mitigation to monitor wildlife for
distress during pile-driving and
dredging activities (Table S-2),
implementing construction best
management practices, and
complying with permit conditions
would minimize dredging
impacts.”

We suggest that the proposed
mitigation measure to monitor
wildlife during dredging and pile
driving be removed.
“Maintenance dredging could
result in impacts on benthic
organisms and wildlife as the
initial-construction related
dredging activities. Impacts would
be minimized through
implementation of construction
best management practices,
compliance with permit
requirements, and proposed
mitigation to monitor wildlife
during dredging activities (Table
S-2).”

We disagree that monitoring for
wildlife distress during dredging or
pile driving activities would be a
necessary or effective mitigation
measure. Impacts would be
sufficiently minimized through timing
restrictions of the work, construction
BMPs, and noise mitigation measures.

We disagree that monitoring for
wildlife distress during maintenance
dredging would be a necessary or
effective mitigation measure. Impacts
would be sufficiently minimized
through timing restrictions of the
work, construction BMPs, and noise
mitigation measures. These other
mitigation measures are deemed to be
sufficient for other similar dredging
projects on the river.
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DEIS Section and/or

ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

C Summary We suggest that the proposed We disagree that monitoring for
Page S-52, Section 4.8,  mitigation measure to monitor wildlife distress during pile driving or
Wildlife, MM FISH-3 wildlife during dredging and pile dredging would be a necessary or

driving be removed. effective mitigation measure. Impacts
“MM FISH-3. Monitor Pile-Driving ~ would be sufficiently minimized

and Dredging Activitiesfor through timing restrictions of the
Distress to Fish and Wildlife. See work, construction BMPs, and noise
discussion in Section 4.7, Fish, in mitigation measures. [ditto if true]
this table.”

D 4.8 Wildlife Suggest using the 0.5 mile buffer ~ Overall, this section would benefit
Page 4.8-6, Section around the project site for this from clarity regarding area
4.8.3.3 - Impact analysis. considered - for noise impacts it
Ana]ysis, Assessing seems it should be the 0.5 mile
Noise Impacts “buffer” around the project site.

E 4.8 Wildlife “Undeveloped areas are relatively ~ While these patches of habitat could
Page 4.8-8, Section small and fragmented. Patches of  potentially support the species
4.8.4.1 - Terrestrial potentially suitable habitat could described, their small cumulative
Habitat support foraging and cover for acreage, combined with their

small to large mammals, foraging  fragmented distribution, severely
and nesting for a variety of birds, limit their habitat value. Please add
and foraging, breeding, and the sentence noted.

nesting for amphibians. However,

as these constitute a small

percentage of the site, their

habitat value is very limited.”

F 4.8 Wildlife Suggest removing the summary Including vessel strikes and
Page 4.8-16, Section list entirely and relying instead underwater vessel noise impacts on
4.8.5.1 - Proposed on narrative and conclusions in marine mammals (and diving birds for
Action full context. noise) in the summary list overstates

the conclusions, which are low risk
and minimal response, respectively.

G 4.8 Wildlife The section on the This appears to address the area

Pages 4.8-18, Section
4.8.5.1 - Proposed
Action, Construction -
Direct Impacts, Cause
Temporary
Displacement or
Mortality

displacement/mortality should
be reconsidered.

which will be permanently removed.
There are no temporary impacts -
once it's been removed the
displacement is permanent.
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DEIS Section and/or

ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

H 4.8 Wildlife “Construction of the Proposed While it is technically true that 59
Page 4.8-19, Section Action would result in the acres aquatic habitat would be altered
4.8.5.1 - Proposed alteration or permanent loss of or permanently lost, through its lack
Action, Temporarily approximately 59 acres of aquatic  of precision this statement obscures
Alter or Permanently habitat in the aquatic study area. the short-term nature of the impacts.
Remove Aquatic Dredging to provide vessel access
Habitat to Docks 2 and 3 would

temporarily alter approximately
48 acres of benthic deepwater
habitat and construction would
result in the permanent loss of
approximately 11 acres of aquatic
habitat (ditches and ponds)
throughout the terrestrial habitats
of the project area.”

| 4.8 Wildlife “The placement of 616 603 piles Global pile number and footprint edit
Page 4.8-19, Section would permanently alter or (Grette Associates, LLC. 2014; Table 1,
4.8.5.1 - Proposed remove benthic habitat in the p.17).

Action, Temporari]y Columbia River. Piles would

Alter or Permanently displace approximately 0.10 acre

Remove Aquatic (4342 4,263 square feet) of river

Habitat bottom habitat (7.07 square feet
per pile multiplied by 618 603
piles)...”

] 4.8 Wildlife “Construction of these docks Docks 2 and 3 would cover 4.62 acres,
Page 4.8-19, Section would create 4-62 5.13 acres of but with the trestle the proposed
4.8.5.1 - Proposed new overwater surface area...” structure would cover approximately
Action, Temporarily 5.13 acres (Grette Associates, LLC.
Alter or Permanently 2014; Table 1, p. 17).

Remove Aquatic
Habitat

K SEPA Wildlife Revised the ACM, SWZ and DWZ Elevations and depths for habitat
Technical Report elevations as follows: zones should be expressed relative to
Page 2-7, Section 2.2.2  ACM is OHW (11.1ftCRD) to 0 ft ~ CRD throughout the documents for
- Aquatic Habitat CRD; SWZis 0 ft CRD to -20 ft consistency.

CRD; DWZ is waterward of -20 ft
CRD.
L SEPA Wildlife Overall, this section would benefit For temporary effects it seems the

Technical Report
Page 3-4, Section
3.1.1.1 - Construction:
Direct Impacts,
Temporary Impacts on
Wildlife Habitat

from clarity regarding the area
considered.

area considered should be the 0.5 mile
“buffer” around the project site, since
the project area itself will be
permanently altered at the outset of
project construction and is addressed
in the previous section.
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DEIS Section and/or
ID Page Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

M SEPA Wildlife
Technical Report
Page 3-4 to 3-5,
Section 3.1.1.1 -
Construction: Direct
Impacts, Temporary
Impacts on Wildlife
Habitat

N SEPA Wildlife
Technical Report
Page 3-5, Section
3.1.1.1 - Construction:
Direct Impacts,
Temporary Impacts on
Wildlife Habitat

0 SEPA Wildlife
Technical Report
Page 3-6 to 3-13,
Section 3.1.1.1 -
Construction: Direct
Impacts, Aquatic
Habitat and Wildlife
Habitat

P SEPA Wildlife
Technical Report
Page 3-17, Section
3.1.1.1 - Construction:
Direct Impacts,
Aquatic Habitat and
Wildlife Habitat

Q SEPA Wildlife
Technical Report
Page 3-19, Section
3.1.1.3 - Operations:
Direct Impacts,
Produce Coal Dust

The section on the
displacement/mortality should
be reconsidered.

We request that the following
sentence be added to the end of
the final paragraph on page 3-5:
“Impacts to steaked horned lark
will be evaluated in detail in the
Project’s Biological Assessment
and ultimately determined in the
ESA consultation process.”

Effects of dredging on pinnipeds:
The turbidity effects discussion
would benefit from context of
limited, minimal, and temporary
increases in turbidity.

Also, there is a timing component
to consider regarding likelihood
of presence for marine mammals
similar to what is in the pile
driving impact analysis.

Aquatic spills and leaks -
Reconsider conclusion regarding
toxic or subacute impacts.

Consider revising the following
conclusion:

“...to what extent coal dust could
affect wildlife species and their
habitats over the life of the
Proposed Action is unknown.”

This appears to address the area
which will be permanent removed.
There are no temporary impacts -
once it's been removed the
displacement is permanent.

We disagree with ICF’s use of marbled
murrelet as a surrogate for analyzing
potential impacts to streaked horned
lark due to their significantly different
habitat use.

Since streaked horned lark is an ESA-
listed species, the project’s Biological
Assessment and the associated ESA
consultation process will evaluate
impacts in detail.

This section should mirror the section
in the SEPA fish technical report,
which focuses on the low potential
and volume of spills that may occur in
aquatic areas.

This statement implies too much
impact.
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DEIS Section and/or
ID Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
R SEPA Wildlife Effects of dredging on pinnipeds: = This paragraph contains the same
Technical Report Suggest revising this section to content as the construction
Page 3-24, Section adopt the construction analysis discussion, and the same suggested
3.1.1.4 - Operations: by reference instead of edits for that section would apply (see
Indirect Impacts repeating/summarizing it (as is suggested revisions above for Page 3-
done for “noise impacts from 6 to 3-13, Section 3.1.1.1 - Aquatic
maintenance dredging” for Habitat and Wildlife Habitat)

terrestrial species).

(3070)

Response to WLF-28

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Summary, Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, and
the SEPA Wildlife Technical Report, in response to these comments. Refer to the right-most column of
the above table for lettering used to identify each comment.

Comments A, B, C: Monitoring for wildlife distress during construction activities is an
important and typical mitigation component when sensitive species could be present. The
mitigation measure has been retained.

Comment D: The direct impacts study area for noise impacts is a 0.5-mile buffer around the
project area; Section 4.8.3.2, Impact Analysis, Assessing Noise Impacts, explains how the 0.5 mile
buffer was determined. The Final EIS section has been updated to further clarify this
information.

Comment E: The requested sentence has not been added. The developed areas, which consist of
existing structures and disturbed vegetated areas, provide very limited habitat value. The
undeveloped areas provide greater value habitat despite patchiness of the habitat.

Comment F: The summary list is intended to identify potential impact mechanisms. It is not
intended to provide a conclusion on the degree of impact. The degree of impact is addressed in
the detailed impact sections that follow the summary list.

Comment G: The impact heading Cause Temporary Displacement or Mortality has been revised
in the Final EIS to Cause Wildlife Displacement or Mortality and the impact discussion has been
clarified.

Comment H: Dredging for Docks 2 and 3 would not be a temporary alteration of the benthic
habitat, but would be a permanent conversion of benthic habitat from one elevation to a deeper
benthic habitat that would be maintained at that depth every few years from maintenance
dredging.

Comment I: The information presented in the Draft EIS is consistent with the JARPA submitted
by the Applicant to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in July 2016. Thus, no change has been
made to the Final EIS.

Comment J: The Final EIS section has been updated to reflect this correction to acres of new
overwater surface area.

Comment K: The technical report has been reviewed for consistent use of Columbia River
Datum for elevations and depths of habitat zones.
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e Comment L: Refer to response to comment D.
e Comment M: Refer to response to comment E.

e Comment N: The technical report is not using the marbled murrelet as a surrogate for analyzing
impacts on the streaked horned lark. The technical report explains how wildlife perceive noise
and how perception can vary substantially from species to species, and then covers the range of
potential noise impacts on all wildlife.

e Comment O: As discussed in the technical report, existing research indicates that dredge-
related turbidity is not likely to cause substantial impacts on pinnipeds since they often inhabit
naturally turbid or dark environments and are likely to use senses in addition to their vision.
The technical report also acknowledges that pinniped use and abundance in the study area is
expected to vary seasonally as they transit between areas of known use at the mouth of the
Columbia River. There are no known in-water work windows specific to pinnipeds in the
Columbia River.

e Comment P: The technical report disclosed the potential range of impacts from spills or leaks
into the aquatic environment, then concluded the risk of these potential impacts would be
avoided or substantially reduced through best management practices, avoidance and
minimization measures, in-water work requirements, and permitting requirements. The
requested change has not been made.

e Comment Q: The text referenced by the commenter has been removed from the technical
report.

e Comment R: The impact discussion is brief and has been retained in full rather than referencing
the impact in the construction section. Refer to response to comment O.

Comment WLF-29

The DEIS acknowledges that the increase in deep draft vessels traffic can result in adverse impacts
from large vessel underwater noise (DEIS, 5.4- 45). It also acknowledges that there is a greater
incidence of vessel strikes with whales than other marine mammals. DEIS 4.8.-24. But the study area
(the same for direct and indirect impacts for large vessel noise impacts and vessel strikes on marine
mammals, Wildlife Report, 1.3) is artificially limited to “the main channel of the Columbia River and
extends approximately 5.1 miles upstream and 2.1 miles downstream in the Columbia River,
measured respectively, from the upstream and downstream extents of the proposed docks (Docks 2
and 3) at the project area.” SEPA Wildlife Technical Report (Wildlife Report) 1.3.1.2.and Figure 4. As
aresult, the only order of marine mammal for which vessel noise impacts and vessel were
considered is pinnipeds including three species found in the lower Columbia River that swim
through the study site. DEIS 4.8.3.3; 4.8.4; Wildlife Report, 3.1.1.4. (2589)

Response to WLF-29

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

4.8-20 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 4. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Natural Environment

Comment WLF-30

The DEIS omits studies, analysis and disclosure of increased vessel noise and vessel strike impacts
on Cetaceans and other marine mammals along the vessel route outside the constricted study area
in Washington and Alaska’s coastal oceans and along the states’ coastlines. (2589)

Response to WLF-30

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment WLF-31

The DEIS omits studies, analysis and disclosure of increased vessel noise and vessel strike impacts
on Cetaceans and other marine mammals along the vessel route outside the constricted study area
in Washington and Alaska’s coastal oceans and along the states’ coastlines. The DEIS fails to contain
this analysis despite the fact that Washington'’s iconic endangered Southern Resident Orcas feed
outside the mouth of the Columbia River and along the coast to the north and south of the River as
do Humpback and other whales. Unless the project’s vessels plan to cut their engines and other
noise generating equipment just outside the MBTL terminal, a revised DEIS and Final DEIS must
include the significant and unavoidable impacts of vessel noise and marine mammal strikes all along
the vessel route. The agencies must study, analyze and fully disclose the impacts on Orca whales and
all other Cetaceans and other marine mammals all along the vessel route outside the artificially
drawn study area before the DEIS could reasonably conclude there would be no unavoidable
significant impacts on marine mammals from vessel transportation-related noise and strikes. (2712)

Response to WLF-31

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment WLF-32

The DEIS needs to uphold continuing the preserving resources for future generations. There are 185
identified critical or endangered species recognized in the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area
Management Plan. Unfortunately the DEIS only recognizes a handful of those species. Without
adequate protection, these species will begin to feel even greater impact. (TRANS-PASCO-M1-
00039)

Response to WLF-32

Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.8, Wildlife, has been revised to include a list of representative species
that could be present along the rail corridor in Washington State. Impacts on wildlife along the rail
corridor are addressed in Section 4.8.5, Impacts, Operations—Indirect Impacts, and include coal
spills and wildlife strikes.
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Comment WLF-33

The DEIS needs to uphold continuing the preserving of resources for future generations. There are
185 identified critical or endangered species recognized in the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area
Management Plan. Unfortunately, the DEIS only recognizes a handful of those species. Without
adequate protection, these species will begin to feel even greater impact. (TRANS-LV-M2-00084)

Response to WLF-33

Refer to Response to WLF-32.
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4.9 Energy and Natural Resources

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to energy and natural resources.

Comment ENR-1

DEIS Section and/or Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
4.9 Energy and Natural Resources Include a discussion of This would add depth to the
Page 4.9-1, Section 4.9.1 building permits, Washington  section.

State Energy Code, and the
county fire code.

(3070)

Response to ENR-1

Final EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.9, Energy and Natural Resources, has been revised to include a
discussion of the Washington State Energy Code and Cowlitz County building code, as appropriate.
The Cowlitz County fire code is not relevant to the analysis of energy and natural resources.
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4.10 Coal Spills

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to coal spills.

Comment CS-1

The DEIS says 0il spills from a vessel or train could have significant potential impacts on water
quality and the magnitude would depend on location, volume, weather, and tidal conditions, two of
which are uncontrollable. The DEIS says coal could enter water as either dust or coal spill. Then it
says the potential risk for exposure to toxic chemicals contained in coal would be relatively low
because they tend to bind and not quickly or easily leach out. Interesting choice of words here; so
the dust will enter the water... the risk is relative.... The chemicals do not always, yet tend, to bind....
And will eventually leach out, although not quickly or easily. This is what | mean by sugar coat,
typing nice conclusions that don’t really spell it out. It is not acceptable, giving what we are learning
about our environment in today’s world, that we expose our waterways, air, communities, land, fish,
wildlife, and winged ones to these toxic chemicals. Especially since the risk involves uncontrollable
factors, and carry unavoidable and significant adverse environmental impacts that could be reduced
but NOT eliminated. (1431)

Response to CS-1

Oil spills in water and coal spills in water have different potential impacts and were analyzed
separately. The potential impacts on water from oil spills were discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 4,
Section 4.5, Water Quality. Impacts from coal spills on the natural environment are addressed in
Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife. The
conclusions presented in the Draft EIS on the effects of coal in the aquatic environment (including
chemical changes and potential toxic effects) were drawn from the cited Ahrens and Morrisey
(2005) report. This 53-page report published in Oceanography and Marine Biology: An Annual
Review is a meta-summary study of this subject matter based on over 185 scientific studies that have
looked at the chemical or physical effects of unburnt coal on the biology of freshwater and marine
environments. The SEPA Coal Technical Report, Coal Spills Analysis, provides more details and
analysis on this matter.

The Final EIS provides more detail on cleanup, monitoring studies, impacts, and associated
documents of an actual coal train spill event (in 2014) into a stream and lake in Burnaby British
Columbia, Canada. Information and analysis on this event is provided in Chapter 3 of the Coal Spills
Analysis section of the SEPA Coal Technical Report.

Comment CS-2

...will cause congestion at rail crossings and increase the possibility of derailments such as the
recent one in Mosier, OR leading to water contamination by toxic metals, polyaromatic HC’s from
spilled coal and possible fires. The applicant should address the coal train safety issues and
emergency recovery operations. (2509)

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

4.10-1 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 4. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Natural Environment

Response to CS-2

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, described potential impacts on rail safety from Proposed
Action-related rail traffic. The analysis estimated train accidents from loaded and empty Proposed
Action-related trains on rail routes in Washington State. Additional information is provided in the
SEPA Rail Safety Technical Report.

Impacts from coal spills on the natural environment are addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections
4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife.

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, addressed impacts related to hazardous
materials that could result from construction or operation of the Proposed Action, including releases
of hazardous materials during a train collision or derailment (e.g., fuel, fires, and explosions). If a
release of hazardous materials in the project area were to result from a collision or derailment,
emergency response and cleanup measures would be implemented as required by federal and state
law, including Washington State regulations under RCW 90.56.

Comment CS-3

The DEIS fails to address studies conducted over an eleven year period, from 2005 to 2016,
documenting the impacts of coal dust in aquatic environments. The DEIS analyzes coal dust studies
in Section 3.1.1, Aquatic Impacts, of SEPA Coal Technical Report: Coal Dust Emissions, Coal Spills
Analysis, and Sulfur Dioxide and Mercury Emissions Analysis (hereafter “Coal Dust Technical
Report”). The DEIS Coal Dust Technical Report states:

The most comprehensive literature review on the potential impacts of unburnt coal in the aquatic
environment was conducted by Ahrens and Morrisey (2005). Their review summarized the potential
physical and chemical (toxicity) effects of unburnt coal released into the aquatic environment; the
following summarizes these effects and draws heavily from their review.

The DEIS relies on Coal Dust Technical Report in describing the impacts of coal dust on water quality
and aquatic life. Both the DEIS and the Coal Dust Technical Report fail to examine studies published
after 2005 (i.e, studies released after the Ahrens and Morrisey literature review).139 For example,
the DEIS fails to examine the following studies and reports:

e Harper, Matthew P. and Peckarsky, Barbara L., Effects of Pulsed and Pressed Disturbances on the
Benthic Invertebrate Community Following a Coal Spill in a Small Stream in Northeastern USA,
544 Hydrobiologia (2005) (Exhibit 44);

e Johnson, Ryan and Bustin, R.M., Coal dust dispersal around a marine coal terminal (1977-1999),
British Columbia: The fate of coal dust in the marine environment, 68 International Journal of
Coal Geology (2006) (Exhibit 40);

e (Cabon, Jean Yves, et al,, Study of Trace Metal Leaching From Coals Into Seawater, 69
Chemosphere (2007) (Exhibit 45);

e Lucas, Steven Andrew, Planner, John, Grounded or Submerged Bulk Carrier: The Potential for
Leaching of Coal Trace Elements to Seawater, 64 Marine Pollution Bulletin (2012) (Exhibit 46);

e Naidoo, G. and Y. Naidoo. Coal dust pollution effects on wetland tree species in Richards Bay,
South Africa, Wetlands Ecology and Management (2005) 13: 509-515;
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e Meador, ]. P.; Sommers, F. C.; Ylitalo, G. M. & Sloan, C. A. (2006, October). Altered growth and
related physiological responses in juvenile Chinook salmon (Oncorynchus tshawytscha) from
dietary exposure to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) Canadian Journal of Fisheries and
Aquatic Sciences, 63: 2364-2376 (Exhibit 48); and

e Achten, C. and Hoffman, T., Native polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) in coals - a hardly
recognized source of environmental contamination, 407 Science of the Total Environment 8
(2009) (Exhibit 49).

The Co-leads ignore studies published after 2005, including examples provided above, documenting
the impacts of coal dust on aquatic environments. This renders the DEIS’s conclusion on coal dust
impacts arbitrary. (3277)

Response to CS-3

The conclusions of the studies cited by the commenter are consistent with those of the 2005 Ahrens
and Morrisey meta-summary study. Review of these studies supports the analysis or conclusions in
the Draft EIS or the SEPA Coal Technical Report. Regarding coal dust, Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7,
Coal Dust, provided information on estimated maximum concentrations of trace elements compared
with acceptable source impact levels. The studies confirm that many variables can determine the
chemical and biological effects of coal in the aquatic environment. If (or how much) coal alters water
chemistry in the aquatic environment and whether the alterations are significant enough to be
potentially toxic to aquatic organisms depends on many factors, notably the type of coal, the relative
amount of time the coal is exposed to water and broken down, dilution, buffering, and
bioavailability. The ultimate fate of coal depends on the circumstances of a coal spill, cleanup, and
the existing conditions of a particular aquatic environment (e.g., stream, lake, wetland); the chemical
effects on aquatic organisms and habitats could vary significantly and range from no perceptible
impacts to more severe impacts. This variability and range of potential impact, up to and included
mortality of aquatic organisms, is discussed in the SEPA Coal Technical Report. In addition, cleanup,
monitoring studies, impacts, and associated documents of an actual coal train spill event in 2014
into a stream and lake in Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada were reviewed. Information and
analysis on this event is also provided in the SEPA Coal Technical Report. The study’s summary
results state that water quality was generally consistent with provincial and/or federal guidelines
protective of aquatic life. The sediment toxicity test results determined all samples to be nontoxic to
all species tested (fish, invertebrate, and algae), except at one sample site, which yielded marginal
effects on the survival of benthic macroinvertebrates. The overall conclusion of the weight-of-
evidence evaluation was that there are potentially minor impacts in the coal spill study area, and
that these impacts are restricted to a very small localized area of the stream and lake. A summary of
each study cited by the commenter and its relation to the information used in the EIS analysis is
provided below.

e Harper and Peckarsky study. The Harper and Peckarsky study looked at the effects of a coal
spill on the benthic community in a small stream in New York. The study ultimately concluded
that any negative effects from coal were short-term (no alteration of benthic community beyond
1 year); but the study did find that the observed long-term effects on the benthic community
were likely from channelization of the stream that was conducted during the cleanup effort. A
coal spill resulting from a rail incident that occurred in the Pacific Northwest in 2014, was
reviewed as part of the coal spill analysis. Documents on the cleanup, monitoring studies,
impacts of this coal train spill event into a stream and lake in Burnaby British Columbia, Canada
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were reviewed, and information and analysis on this event is provided in the Final EIS, SEPA
Coal Technical Report, Coal Spills Analysis, Chapter 3. The overall conclusion of the weight-of-
evidence evaluation was that there were potentially minor impacts in the coal spill study area,
and that these impacts were restricted to a small localized area of the stream and lake. Further,
no additional mitigation was recommended (as any removal of residual coal mixed with
sediments was determined to pose a greater risk to environmental receptors). It was not
anticipated that higher trophic levels would experience any adverse effects, and impacts beyond
the spatial extent of the area assessed would be unlikely. The conclusion of this study and the
Harper and Peckarsky study show some similar results, despite the different circumstances
(location, type of coal, etc.).

e Johnson and Bustin study. The Johnson and Bustin study investigates coal deposition and the
content of sediments in the vicinity of a coal-loading facility at Roberts Bank coal terminal in
Delta, British Columbia, Canada. Coal concentrations in the sediments were found to generally
decrease rapidly with increasing distance from the terminal. Coal distribution would likely affect
those benthic flora and fauna most susceptible to coal dust coverage and possible anoxic
conditions that might arise during coal oxidation within very close proximity (0 to 100 meters)
to the coal-loading terminal.

While the context of the Roberts Bank coal export terminal differs from that of the Proposed
Action, particularly the body of water at the site (Strait of Georgia versus Columbia River), the
general coal deposition patterns are similar in that the greatest deposition of coal dust would be
close to the coal export terminal with reductions in deposition decreasing with increasing
distance.

e (Cabon et al. study. The Cabon et al. study shows that the chemical impact of coal pollution in
seawater through the leaching process depends on various parameters: composition and
physiochemical properties of coal, coal mass to seawater ratio, time contact, and agitation of
seawater. The study also found that most hazardous trace metals would not be released from
coal into seawater and, on the contrary are likely to be removed from seawater solution in the
presence of coal having a high calcite content. Manganese, under certain conditions, may be
released in higher levels.

The SEPA Coal Technical Report, Coal Spills Analysis, reaches the same general conclusion of coal
effects on the aquatic environment—that interactions between coal and water depend on many
variables and the site-specific conditions of the spill, as described above and as demonstrated by
the Ahrens and Morrisey study.

e Lucas et al. study. The Lucas et al. study concluded that leaching results (from a grounded bulk
vessel) indicated a negligible impact on water quality and ecological resilience as a result of
trace elements in the coal type being leached to seawater. Ocean currents were highly likely to
disperse and dilute leached trace elements in an open-water incident. This study also
highlighted that particle size distribution, trace element content and mineralogy will all
influence the leaching behavior of different coal types and the extent to which they may impact
on the environment.

The SEPA Coal Technical Report, Coal Spills Analysis reaches the same general conclusion of coal
impacts on the aquatic environment—that interactions between coal and water depend on
many variables and the site-specific conditions of the spill, as described above and as
demonstrated by the Ahrens and Morrisey study.
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e Naidoo and Naidoo study. The Naidoo and Naidoo study is not a study on coal in the aquatic
environment, but a study on how coal dust can affect leaf function. Coal dust and dust impacts
on vegetation were addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.6, Vegetation. The Naidoo and
Naidoo study does not change any conclusions made in the Draft EIS on coal dust impacts on
vegetation.

e Meado et al. study. The Meado et al. study does not concern PAHs being released into the
aquatic environment as a result of a coal spill and coal leaching, but is a dietary feeding study
(with PAHs) conducted on juvenile Chinook salmon. Coal, as a source of PAHs and its toxicity in
the aquatic environment, was disclosed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, and
the SEPA Coal Technical Report, Coal Spills Analysis.

e Achten and Hoffman study. The Achten and Hoffman study focuses on coal being a possible
source of PAHs in the environment. Coal as a source of PAHs and its toxicity in the aquatic
environment was disclosed and discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, and
the SEPA Coal Technical Report, Coal Spills Analysis.

Comment CS-4

Additionally, the DEIS does not consider the adverse effects on Gorge resources of the contents of
the cars that would be spilled. As discussed in Sections 5 and 6 below, coal dust and debris are
dangerous substances. The effects of cargo spill on the Gorge environment needs to be fully taken
into account. The final EIS should disclose the actual worst-case risks and provide adequate
disclosure of the consequences on the people and the protected resources of the Gorge. (2508)

Response to CS-4

Potential impacts of coal spills during Proposed Action-related rail transport in Washington State
are addressed in the SEPA Coal Technical Report Coal Spills Analysis, and Draft EIS Chapter 4,
Sections 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife. Because the size and extent of a coal spill would
depend on various factors such as location of the incident (dock or railway), train speed,
surrounding topography, adjacent structures, and characteristics of the adjacent natural and aquatic
environment, the potential impacts on the aquatic, terrestrial, and built environments are described
qualitatively and are not specific to a single location in the study area.

Comment CS-5

According to the DEIS, Millennium's loading equipment and docks wilt be designed to minimize coal
spills, and a spill kit will be nearby during operations. However, the DEIS has no estimate of the
probability of coal spill accidents, despite the fact that in 2012, Westshore Terminal in Delta, British
Columbia, had a large spill from a ship running into a pier (Hamilton and Crawford 2012) and there
were also two rail accidents at Westshore Terminals in 2011 and 2012 (CN Rails 2013). After an
estimate of the frequency and seriousness of this kind of accident in facilities similar to the proposed
Millennium coal terminal is calculated, Millennium should be asked to provide a clean-up bond or
other agreement to mitigate for probable future accidents. (3465)
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Response to CS-5

The SEPA Coal Technical Report, Coal Spills Analysis, discussed the potential for coal spills from
onsite operations and rail transport. As described in this section, a coal spill during operations in the
upland portion of the project area would be contained in the rail loop and stockpile areas and a coal
spill during shiploading operations would be limited by safeguards, including start-up alarms, dock
containment measures to contain spillage, rainfall, and, runoff, and enclosed shiploaders. If coal
spilled into a river, emergency response and cleanup measures would be implemented as required
by federal and state law. Impacts from coal spills on water quality were addressed in Draft EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality.

As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, the likelihood of a serious
vessel incident in the study area would be very low, based on the risk assessment presented in the
SEPA Vessel Transportation Technical Report, Appendix A. If a collision occurred and coal spilled into
ariver, emergency response and cleanup measures would be implemented as required by federal
and state law. Impacts from coal spills on water quality were addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4,
Section 4.5, Water Quality.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, assessed impacts on rail safety (i.e., collisions and
derailments) that could result from Proposed Action-related rail traffic. As presented in this section,
the predicted number of accidents involving loaded Proposed Action-related trains along the
Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur with improvements is 0.25 per year and, along the BNSF main line
routes in Washington State, varies between 0.22 and 2.59 accidents per year. Not every accident of a
loaded Proposed Action-related train would result in a coal spill and spills that would occur would
vary in size.

Impacts from coal spills on the natural environment are addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections
4.5, Water Quality, 4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife.

If a release of hazardous materials or coal in the project area were to result from a coal vessel or
train accident, emergency response and cleanup measures would be implemented as required by
federal and state law. The Final EIS has been updated to provide detail on cleanup, monitoring
studies, impacts, and associated documents of an actual coal train spill event in 2014, into a stream
and lake in Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada. Information and analysis on this event is provided in
Chapter 3 of the Coal Spills Analysis section of the SEPA Coal Technical Report.

Bond agreements for potential future accidents are outside of the scope of the EIS. Refer to the
Master Response for Mitigation Framework for a description of the SEPA regulatory limits within
which the Draft EIS mitigation was developed.

Comment CS-6

Impacts of a coal spill upon the Columbia River were evaluated in the DEIS and expected to have
minor consequence upon the River and aquatic life. The Clark Fork has aquatic geological and
biological characteristics very different from those of the Columbia. The adverse consequences of a
coal spill into this river are unknown, and could be seriously adverse. “..whether the alterations
(from coal released into the aquatic environment) are significant enough to be potentially toxic to
aquatic organisms depends on many factors, including the type of coal, the relative amount of time
the coal is exposed to water, dilution, and buffering.”(DEIS Page 4.7-33) (2233)
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Response to CS-6

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment CS-7

The Draft EIS repeatedly states that any coal spills associated with the coal export terminal ‘would
be relatively small’ and ‘impact minor’ because of the contained nature and features of the terminal.
The Draft EIS does not provide a rationale for its exclusion of medium, large, or catastrophic coal
spills and their short and long term recovery trajectory. (3227)

Response to CS-7

Refer to Response to CS-5. As described in the SEPA Coal Technical Report, Coal Spills Analysis,
Chapter 3, large-scale coal spills from operation of the coal export terminal, including vessel loading
operations, and Proposed Action-related trains transporting coal to the coal export terminal could
affect the aquatic, terrestrial, and built environments. Such an event could occur as a result of a train
incident (collision and/or derailment) or during coal handling in the project area that occurred
outside the rail loop. Because the potential effects on the natural environment from a coal spill
would likely be more pronounced during a train incident compared to a spill occurring in the project
area, for the reasons described in the chapter, the impacts from a coal release on the aquatic,
terrestrial, and built environments were described in the context of the train incident risk analysis
and the containment and cleanup measures to remove the spilled coal.

Comment CS-8

Risk to Waterways: North Idaho is known for its abundance of lakes and rivers. Because of the way
the railroads were developed, railroad tracks were often built adjacent to lakes and rivers, putting
our waterways in harm's way. Most of the coal that comes through Idaho travels on Montana Rail
Link's route, which follows the Clark Fork River and the north shore of Lake Pend Oreille.

Lake Pend Oreille is critical habitat for bull trout, a threatened species, and also is the water sources
for the cities of Sandpoint and Priest River, not to mention dozens of individual homeowners who
draw their water from the lake or river. Coal is already being found in the waters and shores of Lake
Pend Oreille, as chunks of coal spill off the tops of open rail cars. Coal contains many heavy metals
that are harmful to aquatic and human life. It's unclear how either the gradual cumulative build up
of coal dust and chunks in the waterways, or a catastrophic spill, might effect the chemical
environment of the lake.

Cleaning up a spill from a derailed coal train would be a difficult proposition, if not impossible. If a
spill were to happen in Lake Pend Oreille in the winter, response time would be complicated by the
low lake level and the fact that few boat launches are available to get response teams into the water.
(3492)

Response to CS-8

The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the study
areas analyzed in the EIS.
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Chapter 5
Responses to Comments—Operations

This chapter presents responses to substantive comments related to operations: rail transportation,
rail safety, vehicle transportation, vessel transportation, noise and vibration, air quality, coal and
coal dust emissions, the coal market, and greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.

5.1 Rail Transportation

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to rail transportation.

Comment RT-1

On the subject of rail improvements needed, in Longview alone they will be extremely expensive not
counting upgrades for mainlines in Washington to handle the volume. Who pays? Railroads are
private companies and taxpayer dollars should not be used for any of it. (1385)

Response to RT-1

Under SEPA, an EIS is required to focus on the environmental impacts of a proposal and its
alternatives. SEPA does not require an EIS to analyze the economic or social policy impacts of an
action or discuss economic competition or profits (WAC 197-11-448(3)). Refer to the Master
Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how the Final EIS will be used along
with other information by Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for decision-making
regarding permits for the Proposed Action.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, identified main line segments in Washington
State where Proposed Action-related trains would contribute to the segment reaching capacity if no
improvements were made to expand capacity by 2028. Section 5.1 acknowledged that BNSF and UP
would be expected to make the necessary investments or operational changes to accommodate the
growth in rail traffic, but it is unknown when these actions would be taken or permitted. The
mitigation presented in the Draft EIS was developed within the limits of the SEPA regulatory
framework described in the Master Response for Mitigation Framework. The concerns raised by the
commenter on funding of upgrades to existing rail lines are outside the scope of a SEPA EIS.

Comment RT-2

Increased coal and oil unit trains are already causing serious costs and impacts to Washington'’s
farmers when the unit trains have priority and loads of agricultural products must wait. How will
the great increase in coal unit trains not cause huge losses to these farmers? It is not sufficient for
Millennium to say others will build more rail tracks to ease congestion. A remedy for this problem
needs to be presented in the Final EIS so that it will be in place at the same time that Millennium
proposes to increase the rail traffic. (1980)
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Response to RT-2

Refer to Response to RT-1.

Comment RT-3

Rail Transit - In 2012, BNSF changed its train operations protocol in Washington State using
directional running to enhance use of existing capacity. This strategy routes all westbound-loaded
unit trains (including coal) from Pasco via the Columbia River Gorge to Vancouver, where they
continue on the BNSF north-south main line to their final destination. Empty unit bulk trains north
of Vancouver, including Cowlitz County, return to Pasco and to points east via Auburn and Stampede
Pass. However, the preferred rail route is not the only rail route due to maintenance, landslides,
snow or other factors. The Stampede Pass Route (Elevation 3,672 feet) was not in service for 12
years between 1984 and 1996 and does not have sufficient height clearance for double stacked
container rail cars. Page 2-26. (2572)

Response to RT-3

Draft EIS Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, noted that Proposed
Action-related train routes from mines in the Powder River Basin and Uinta Basin to the project area
and the return of empty trains from the project area were assumed to be the same as current BNSF
and UP train operational protocols in Washington State, including existing coal unit trains. Draft EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, acknowledged that empty Proposed Action-related trains
would return to points east via Stampede Pass based on current BNSF train operational protocols in
Washington State. Draft EIS Section 5.1 described parameters assumed for Proposed Action-related
trains, which would not include double-stacked containers cars.

Comment RT-4

In 2012, BNSF changed its train operations protocol to enhance use of existing capacity using
directional running. This strategy routes all westbound-loaded unit trains (including coal) from
Pasco via the Columbia River Gorge to Vancouver, where they continue on the BNSF north-south
main line to their final destination. Empty unit bulk trains from north of Vancouver, including
Cowlitz County, return to Pasco and to points east via Stampede Pass. The Stampede Pass Tunnel is
height limited to single height rail cars and does not allow double stacked Containers. To State all is
in error. Page 5.1-6 SEPA DEIS pdf 12/243. (2572)

Response to RT-4

Refer to Response to RT-3.

Comment RT-5

The main concerns I have, were ones that others voiced at the meeting. Some of my biggest concerns
have to do with the insufficient rail structure, what will the potential impacts be... derailments,
accidents, potential environmental spills that could occur in land or water, potential fires if coal
spills and ignites, traffic impacts, emergency vehicle impacts and delays locally (Longview) and
along the train route... When and if will these rails be sufficient for the volume of the proposed
project, and what price will we have to pay before they are up to capacity? Will there be permanent
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environmental damage if we encounter a spill that we are under prepared to handle? As a tax payer,
will I be responsible for paying for these clean ups? Or will people lose their lives because they can’t
get timely emergency assistance? Will people be forced to choose alternate routes to commute due
to traffic delays, causing more CO2 emissions in addition to extra time cars are idling? Even if the
new rails are built, how will local traffic still be impacted due to the sheer volume of the lengthy
railcars? Will there still be long traffic delays, problems for emergency response teams? (2580)

Response to RT-5

The transportation and greenhouse gas concerns raised by the commenter were analyzed in the
Draft EIS in Chapter 5, Sections 5.1, Rail Transportation, 5.2, Rail Safety, 5.3, Vehicle Transportation,
and 5.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change. Potential impacts that could result on the
natural environment from the Proposed Action, including impacts related to coal spills and spills of
other hazardous materials, were described in the Draft EIS in Chapter 4, Natural Environment:
Existing Conditions, Project Impacts, and Potential Mitigation Measures. In addition, Chapter 6,
Cumulative Impacts, discussed cumulative impacts resulting from the Proposed Action combined
with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. Other concerns raised by the
commenter are outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. Refer to Response to RT-1. The Master Response for
Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for
the EIS scope and focus.

Comment RT-6

[ also object to the rail operations described as “Indirect Impacts.” Rail operations are an integral
part of the Proposed Action without which the project fails. The rail impacts are Direct. Required rail
operations present significant adverse impacts both to rail traffic and road traffic. (2687)

Response to RT-6

The Draft EIS considered direct and indirect impacts. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.0, Introduction,
defined direct impacts as those that would result from either the construction or operation of the
Proposed Action and occur in the project area. Indirect impacts are those that would result from
construction or operation of the Proposed Action beyond the project area. Both direct and indirect
impacts have the potential to be significant and adverse.

Comment RT-7

[ also object to the rail operations described as “Indirect Impacts.” Rail operations are an integral
part of the Proposed Action without which the project fails. The rail impacts are Direct. (2687)

Response to RT-7

Refer to Response to RT-6.

Comment RT-8

When the unit train enters the Project Area the last car will still be passing the last private crossing.
Estimated speed and crossing times are not determined for the private crossings. These need to be
considered. The DEIS does not state at what point the unit train will be slowing to enter the Project
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Area. Presumably the train, even at 10 mph, cannot stop on a dime and will need to slow on entering
the Project Area. Presumably the front of the train will travel at the same speed as the end of the
train. What will be the speed of the last car when the front of the train enters the Project Area? At
what point along the route will the last car be located when the train enters the Project Area? (2687)

Response to RT-8

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, and the SEPA Rail Transportation Technical
Report, described the methods and assumptions used to evaluate potential impacts of the Proposed
Action on rail transportation. This section acknowledged train acceleration and deceleration would
take place at various points on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur. It also provided the estimated
speed for Proposed Action-related trains at the public at-grade crossings on the Reynolds Lead and
BNSF Spur. For the Draft EIS, a model was developed to estimate train speed on the Reynolds Lead
and BNSF Spur. The findings were reviewed and confirmed by a separate rail expert for the Final
EIS. Final EIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, has been revised to clarify that
acceleration and deceleration were used to estimate the time Proposed Action-related trains would
transit each at-grade crossing. The SEPA Rail Technical Report has been revised to describe the
model that was used to estimate train speeds on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur.

Comment RT-9

At the beginning of the Reynolds Lead the train needs to stop while a switch is changed to move the
train from the Spur to the Lead. “The electronic switch would eliminate the need for Proposed
Action-related trains to stop while a train crew member operates the switch.” 5.1-16. While the train
is stopped at this switch it appears to be blocking the 1st public crossing when the train is moving
east to west toward the Project Area. Again, 1.3 mile loaded coal unit trains do not start on a dime.
So what is the actual passing time at the Dike Road crossing to allow for a coal unit train to stop
while the switch is changed and then to actually start and move again? What is the track distance
required for the train to reach any of the suggested route speeds from a standstill?

Even if the switch is upgraded, what will be the speed limit through the switch from the Spur to the
Lead? The speed through the Spur to Lead switch has relevance to the speed and passing times
through the following heavily travelled at grade crossings. As the train enters the 3rd crossing at
California Way, half of the train will still be moving through the switch and still blocking the 2nd
crossing at 3rd Avenue.

With current track infrastructure, the DEIS gives the 3rd Avenue and California Way crossings the
slowest speed limits of 8 mph, and the 4th and 5th crossings, Oregon and Industrial Way, increasing
to 10 mph. However because the back of the train will still be moving through the slower crossings
at the same time they have entered the Oregon and Industrial Way crossings, the increased speed
limits for the 4th and 5th crossings would not be achievable. Passing times should be based on the
speed limit of the slowest crossing when multiple crossings are affected at one time.

In short, the speed limits and passing times for at grade crossings in Table 5.1-4 are incomplete,
simplistic, and unrealistic because it fails to take into account the private crossings and the
Spur/Lead switch, and the distance and time it takes to move or stop a 1.3 mile coal unit train. This
last factor is also variable due to weather, track conditions, and train equipment. Accurate passing
times at major intersections are critical to understanding adverse impacts on road traffic and
congestion. (2687)
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Response to RT-9
Refer to Response to RT-8.

Proposed Action-related trains with current infrastructure on the BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead
would not be required to stop at the existing switch. Therefore, under normal operating conditions,
Proposed Action-related trains would not stop on the tracks and block the Dike Road crossing. Draft
EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, provided the estimated travel speeds at all public
crossings on the BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead with current track infrastructure and planned track
infrastructure. The estimated travel speed with current and planned track infrastructure at the Dike
Road crossing is 10 miles per hour. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, has been
revised to include information from the Longview Switching Company (LVSW) indicating that it
would make improvements as needed. LVSW would likely upgrade the traffic-control technology on
both the BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead from Track Warrant Control to Centralized Traffic Control.
This would include adding an electronic switch connecting the Reynolds Lead to the BNSF Spur,
which would eliminate the need for crew members to manually operate the switches. Proposed
Action-related trains would not be required to stop at the switch with current or planned track
infrastructure on the BNSF Spur.

Comment RT-10

[ have concerns about dramatically increased rail traffic, the negative impacts associated with coal
trains specifically, due to train length, weight, content, and polluting capacity. Please study the
effects of these especially between Utah and Longview as there are several water ways these tracks
run along. (0034)

Response to RT-10

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, assessed potential impacts from the Proposed
Action on rail transportation. Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.2, Surface Water and Floodplains, and
4.5, Water Quality, assessed potential impacts on waterways in the study areas defined for the EIS
analysis. These study areas for water quality and surface water did not include the rail routes to the
Powder River Basin and the Uinta Basin. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS
explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment RT-11

Recent studies conducted by Gibson Traffic Consultants in the western Washington cities of Seattle,
Edmonds, Burlington, Marysville, Mt Vernon, and Stanwood suggest potentially severe
consequences due to the proposed increase in rail traffic intensity associated with increased train
traffic. Adverse effects include increased risk of accidents, impacts to the city’s level of service,
decreased ability to provide effective emergency response times, and possible interference with the
local freight delivery systems affecting the local economy. Please include a study of this in the EIS.
(0037)

Response to RT-11

The cities in western Washington identified by the commenter are outside of the study area for
potential rail transportation, rail safety, and vehicle transportation impacts evaluated in the EIS for
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the Proposed Action. Based on existing BNSF operations in Washington State, Proposed Action-
related trains would not be expected to travel through the cities mentioned by the commenter. Final
EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, Figure 5.1-1, shows the expected routes of loaded
and empty Proposed Action-related trains. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the
EIS explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment RT-12

Train operations along mainline rail corridors should be attributed to baseline conditions. The Draft
EIS should not attribute impacts from the operation of trains through mainline rail corridors to an
individual project. Potential impacts from increased rail traffic on those mainline corridors should
be -- and indeed are typically evaluated only when permits are sought to expand rail system
capacity. (3070)

Response to RT-12

The Proposed Action evaluated in the Draft EIS was described in Chapter 2, Project Objectives,
Proposed Action, and Alternatives. Specifically, Chapter 2 described the off-site transport of coal by
vessel and rail that is considered as part of the Proposed Action. SEPA Rules identify
“transportation” as an element of the environment to be analyzed in a SEPA EIS (WAC 197-11-444).
As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, the types and number of baseline and
projected train traffic beyond Longview Junction on main line routes were developed from the
Washington State Rail Plan (Rail Plan) (Washington State Department of Transportation 2014). As
noted in Section 5.1, the Rail Plan’s demand and capacity forecast did not include the rail traffic for
proposed coal or crude oil projects in Washington State, including the Proposed Action. The Rail
Plan indicates that if any specific proposed coal export facilities in the Pacific Northwest are
completed, they could place additional demands on the state’s rail system and accelerate the rate of
growth in traffic. Therefore, Proposed Action-related train traffic was not attributed to the projected
future baseline rail traffic numbers provided in the Rail Plan. Proposed Action-related rail traffic is
evaluated in addition to baseline rail traffic because the respective traffic volumes would not occur
without construction and operation of the proposed export terminal.

Comment RT-13

The Draft EIS errs by attempting to attribute to the Project rail impacts from use of the mainline
interstate rail corridor. These impacts should be considered appropriately as part of the No-Action
Alternative because they will occur with or without the Project. MBT-Longview proposes to
construct a port facility that will provide a transloading service to customers seeking to export coal.
Coal will be delivered to the transloading facility through use of the U.S. freight rail transportation
system, just as a myriad of other products and commaodities are delivered by rail to port facilities for
transshipment. But unlike SEPA reviews for other proposed port facilities, the Draft EIS extends its
analysis far beyond the impacts caused by increases in localized train traffic. Instead of limiting its
analysis to rail traffic from the main interstate rail line to the Project, the Draft EIS includes an
unprecedented attempt to discern impacts caused by the use of interstate rail corridors by future
customers desiring to use its services. Rather than identifying Project impacts, however, the Draft
EIS dwells on the obvious fact that over time, use of the interstate freight rail system will experience
growth in the number of trains as it accommodates the economic growth of the region. But this will
happen with or without the Project. (3070)
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Response to RT-13

Refer to Response to RT-12.

Comment RT-14

The Draft EIS’s mitigation discussion compounds these errors by requiring MBT-Longview to
mitigate for the Project’s contribution to the previously planned for and entirely expected
transportation growth on these interstate rail lines. The rail capacity analysis used in the Draft EIS
was based on the WSDOT 2013 - 2035 Rail Plan (State Rail Plan) forecast. The State Rail Plan
recognizes that the rail system is intended to serve a wide variety of customers who have no
operational control over these interstate rail lines.

The Plan also recognizes that the rail system is planned, designed, constructed, and managed to
operate at or as near full capacity as market demand allows. The Plan forecasts that these rail lines
will face capacity constraints by 2035 as a result of expected economic growth. The State Rail plan
also recognizes that a rapid increase in the volume of any particular commodity shipment could
create capacity constraints prior to 2035. However, rather than viewing a rapid increase in
shipment of a particular commodity as a problem, the State Rail Plan affirmatively anticipates “the
Class I railroads (BNSF and UP) and other infrastructure owners will likely address key capacity
issues as they emerge.” State Rail Plan at page 39. In other words, the possibility that the state
system will reach capacity constraints more rapidly should not be treated as an “impact” in the Draft
EIS because the railroads will be highly motivated to address anticipated system capacity
constraints before they become a problem. (3070)

Response to RT-14

The EIS does not propose or require the Applicant to mitigate for rail transportation operations or
infrastructure. The Draft EIS identified main line segments where Proposed Action-related trains
would contribute to the segment reaching capacity, if no improvements were made to expand
capacity by 2028. The Draft EIS acknowledged that BNSF and UP would be expected to make the
necessary investments or operational changes to accommodate the growth in rail traffic, but it is
unknown when these actions would be taken or permitted.

Comment RT-15

The No-Action Alternative should conclude that existing capacity will be reached with or without the
Project. The Draft EIS rail capacity analysis acknowledges that the construction and operation of the
MBT-Longview Project would NOT exceed existing capacity. The EIS should be revised to
acknowledge that the Project simply would not cause a significant net impact when compared to the
No-Action Alternative. (3070)

Response to RT-15

Refer to Response to RT-12. The No-Action Alternative would require 2 trains along the Reynolds
Lead and BNSF Spur with an undefined destination beyond Longview Junction. The Proposed Action
would add 16 trains on main line routes between the Idaho/Washington State line and the project
area. As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, the Proposed Action
would result in impacts on rail transportation that would not occur under the No-Action Alternative
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(e.g.,, 16 trains per day on main line routes between the Idaho/Washington State border and the
project area). The analysis of potential impacts on rail transportation in the Draft EIS acknowledged
that BNSF and UP would be expected to make the necessary investments or operational changes to
accommodate the growth in rail traffic, but it is unknown when these actions would be taken or
permitted. The Draft EIS identified main line segments where Proposed Action-related trains would
contribute to a segment reaching capacity if no improvements were made to expand capacity by
2028.

Comment RT-16

Accordingly, the Draft EIS erroneously concludes that the indirect impacts of trains serving the
Project will cause rail capacity to be exceeded at almost all points along BNSF’s line in Washington
and will delay or block other rail users. If future growth in rail system use results in blockages and
delays, those impacts would be caused by a failure in rail system management, not the construction
and operation of a single port terminal which plans to use existing capacity. Put simply, potential
congestion is not an environmental impact issue; it is a planning issue for BNSF and UP. By its very
nature, the rail system is managed to accommodate growth and ongoing economic activity. (3070)

Response to RT-16

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-12.

Comment RT-17

The Draft EIS improperly suggests mitigation measures to address impacts attributable to the No-
Action Alternative. The DEIS considers potential mitigation that “could include upgrading main
track, adding new main track, or extending or adding siding”. See DEIS at page 5.1-24. However, the
trains bound for the Project only represent a portion of total train traffic. A condition that requires
mitigation for impacts caused by the use of the existing rail system by others would constitute an
unconstitutional regulatory taking. This sort of mitigation requirement lacks the requisite “rough
proportionality” and is an unlawful exaction. It is not an applicant’s obligation to mitigate pre-
existing conditions or the natural expansion of rail use within existing capacity constraints. (3070)

Response to RT-17

Regarding the No-Action Alternative, refer to Response to RT-15. Regarding mitigation, refer to
Response to RT-14 and the Master Response for Mitigation Framework.

Comment RT-18

The Final EIS should affirmatively recognize that the U.S. interstate rail transportation system is
managed to function near or at capacity. The Final EIS should state that growth in rail system use,
and future increases in rail system capacity, are attributable to the No-Action Alternative rather than
an adverse impact attributable to the Project. The Final EIS should also recognize that analysis of the
rail system along the mainline in Washington State is for disclosure purposes only. Finally, the Final
EIS should acknowledge that the Project will not cause a probable adverse direct or indirect impact
related to interstate rail system capacity and therefore need not mitigate for what is more properly
described as No-Action Alternative effects. (3070)
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Response to RT-18

Refer to Response to RT-12 and Response to RT-15. The purpose of a SEPA EIS is to provide
information for agency decision-makers and the public regarding the potential environmental
impacts associated with a proposal and the mitigation measures that could be implemented to
reduce those impacts. Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS.

Comment RT-19

Similarly, impacts resulting from train or vessel traffic are also affected by the inherent difficulties
with making accurate forecasts of train or vessel traffic over the study period. It is speculative and
not reasonably foreseeable to conclude that construction of the Project will cause train or vessel
traffic to increase. Rail and vessel traffic naturally ebbs and flows due to a variety of factors, such as
future market conditions, competing modal choices, and a diverse set of rail customers with
different demands for rail services, etc. As a system, the railroad is designed, permitted, and
constructed to operate at capacity, with that capacity managed by its owner/operator, as it has
traditionally occurred for decades. Indeed, as the Draft EIS Technical Reports and the Draft EIS
noted, these impacts resulting from the rail system operating at capacity will occur with or without
the Project, and will be avoided or reduced to below a level of significance through infrastructure
improvements or transportation management by the parties who own or operate these
transportation systems. Due to the dynamic nature or traffic, no overall increase in rail traffic above
historical levels may be attributed to the Project. While disclosing that there is a substantial
uncertainly with regard to any forecast for future rail traffic, even using the most current forecasts
as to train numbers, the Washington State Rail plan forecasts that rail capacity will be reached by
2035 without this Project. Because these impacts will occur with or without the Project, SEPA
requires that they be studied as part of the no-action alternative. An impact wholly associated with a
train traffic volume level already predicted and evaluated in Washington should, where logic and
fairness apply, be attributed to the No-Action Alternative. The analysis in the Draft EIS concludes
that adding the trains bound for the Project site will result in mainline rail capacity being reached
earlier than 2035 and that in itself was determined to be a significant indirect impact. This
conclusion is in error, and must be revised. Reaching capacity a few years sooner than the State Rail
Plan predicts is not a significant indirect impact. Temporal or timing difference is not a significant
adverse impact. The DEIS must disclose that the impact of reaching capacity earlier than 2035 is
based upon speculation and that substantial uncertainty exists due to the complexities associated
with predicting future rail use due to uncertainties in future rail demand. The Draft EIS should
adjust their conclusion to note that adding the trains associated with the Project may result in rail
capacity being reached earlier than 2035, but that the timing difference is not a significant indirect
impact. (3070)

Response to RT-19

Refer to Response to RT-12 and Response to RT-15.

An explanatory footnote has been added to Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3.2, Impact Analysis,
regarding the role of uncertainty in the methods used to determine existing and future baseline rail
traffic.
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Comment RT-20

The following are four initial examples of analytic errors in the Draft EIS regarding rail
transportation capacity. First, the Draft EIS does not recognize that the rail system in the United
States and the State of Washington is managed to serve customers; the owners seek to operate the
system at full capacity, irrespective of any specific commodity or demand for access to the railroad
system. The very nature of the managed rail system, as recognized by WSDOT in the State Rail Plan,
is that there may be capacity constraints, but the system is not physically capable of exceeding
capacity. Being at or near capacity is not a significant adverse impact caused by a port facility.
Second, the analysis in the Drat EIS assumes a growth in train traffic between 2015 and 2028. It then
assigns all of the train trips to the MBT-Longview facility as additional trips not accounted for in the
background growth. See Table 5.5-5 Infrastructure Capacity and Projected Rail Traffic on page 5.5-
18 of the Draft EIS. Because the Project is proposing to use only existing rail capacity, the effects of
such rail use should be accounted for as part of the No Action Alternative as rail use on the mainline
is already authorized and does not identify specific source, destination or commodity. MBT-
Longview’s proposed facility operation is not the proximate cause of rail impacts or the rail system
potentially reaching capacity in the future. Third, the State Rail Plan recognizes that there are
multiple factors that contribute to the rail system reaching capacity constraints, none of which can
be ascribed to a particular commodity or transportation infrastructure facility. The Draft EIS
erroneously seeks to ascribe the rail system reaching capacity constraints in 2028 to the Project.
Fourth, as with vessel transportation, the temporal or timing difference between the rail system
being projected to reach capacity constraints in 2028 is speculative, and is not a significant impact.
The substantial uncertainty of the rail forecast should be disclosed, and the increase in the MBT-
Longview facility traffic cannot be considered a significant adverse impact. The Final EIS must
correct these errors by affirmatively stating that the rail system reaching capacity constraints is not
a probably significant adverse impact caused by the Project. Nor is it something that MBT-Longview
can control. The Final EIS should also reflect that the rail system is managed by the owners of the
system to assure that its customers’ needs are met and that capacity constraints cannot be exceeded.
(3070)

Response to RT-20

Refer to Response to RT-12 and Response to RT-15. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail
Transportation, has been revised to clarify that while certain segments would exceed capacity
without Proposed Action-related trains, Proposed Action-related trains would contribute to these
segments exceeding capacity if no improvements were made to expand capacity by 2028. Therefore,
with existing infrastructure and using the methods to identify potential baseline rail traffic in 2028,
Proposed Action-related trains would contribute to three segments exceeding the capacity in 2028,
and Proposed Action-related trains could result in an unavoidable and significant adverse impact on
rail transportation.

Comment RT-21

The information provided in the State DEIS is helpful. The EPA suggests that additional information
would make the analysis more complete, particularly the potential adverse implications of
exceeding capacity along rail segments, including impacts on the transportation of passengers and
commercial goods, and effects on regional economic activity. In addition, a rail system that is over
capacity may need infrastructure improvements that have the potential to cause their own adverse
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impacts. We suggest that the EIS consider whether likely necessary improvements-for example,
adding main track, sidings, expanding yards or grade separation projects- could adversely affect
communities or the environment, and what mitigation could be proposed to address any such
impacts. Where the additional information on the implications of rail segment capacity exceedances
and necessary infrastructure improvements indicate that there are projected adverse environmental
impacts, we suggest that the EIS also evaluate appropriate mitigation. As with all analysis of
mitigation, it is useful to include consideration of the likelihood that proposed mitigation would be
implemented, and, if implemented, how effective that the mitigation is likely to be in reducing
adverse implications for passengers and regional economic activity. (3306)

Response to RT-21
Refer to Response to RT-1.

The Proposed Action does not involve expanding or developing new rail lines beyond the project
area. The Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions explains why improvements to existing
rail infrastructure were not evaluated in the EIS. The mitigation presented in the Draft EIS was
developed within the limits of the SEPA regulatory framework described in the Master Response for
Mitigation Framework. Mitigation measures included as permit conditions would become legal
requirements of the Applicant. The Final EIS has been updated to include mitigation monitoring and
reporting requirements for the Applicant as proof of compliance with the mitigation requirements.
Mitigation monitoring reports would be part of the public record. For more information about the
development, implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master
Response for Mitigation Framework.

Comment RT-22

The Washington State Rail Plan capacity analysis relied on 2010 data from the Freight Analysis
Framework as well as 2012 data from the Carload Waybill Sample. While the DEIS does
acknowledge and describe some limitations of the Washington State Rail Plan, WSDOT has some
concerns with the DEIS reliance on the 6 year old data presented in the plan as well as the
application of the data. The State Rail Plan data is derived from aggregate data intended to illustrate
order of magnitude. Additionally, infrastructure changes to the freight rail system have occurred
since 2010 and should be included in the analysis. The Final EIS should consider this and adjust the
analysis as appropriate. (2734)

Response to RT-22

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, used the most recent Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) Rail Plan available to assess potential impacts of the
Proposed Action on rail transportation.

Comment RT-23

The DEIS states that impact to rail transportation by 2028 could be significant on several sections
across the state but the implementation of mitigation measures is unclear. As a result, the Final EIS
should make sure to include both recent and future improvement to the rail network that are
planned or contemplated. The Final EIS should also identify mitigation strategies or an ongoing

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

5111 April 2017



Cowlitz County
Washington State Department of Ecology

Chapter 5. Responses to Comments—

Operations

monitoring process to ensure improvements are made to address impacts. Additionally, it is unclear
if host railroads were consulted or if they provided relevant information for the analysis. (2734)

Response to RT-23

Refer to Response to RT-21. Data and information used in the analysis of rail transportation were
identified in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation.

Comment RT-24

Item Chapter & Section (page #)

Comment Reviewer

1 Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and

Potential Mitigation Measures

2 Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and

Potential Mitigation Measures

3 Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and

Potential Mitigation Measures

4 Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and

Potential Mitigation Measures

5 Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and

Potential Mitigation Measures

DEIS place heavy reliance  Jason Beloso
on the State Rail Plan
(SRP) and Freight
Mobility Plan (FMP).
SRP data is from 2010
and derived from
aggregate data intended
to illustrate order of
magnitude.

Freight rail world has
changed since 2010.

Unclear whether host
railroads were consulted
or provided relevant
information for the
analysis.

Jason Beloso

Expected routes of empty  Jason Beloso
BNSF trains only shows

Stampede Pass. Direction

running via Stampede

Pass is preferred; Stevens

Pass may also be used as

an alternate route. Please

analyze.

The DEIS says the impacts Chris Herman
to rail transportation by

2028 could be significant

on several sections across

the state (5.1-24). As a

result, the DEIS should

include both recent and

future improvements to

the rail network that are

planned or contemplated.

Significant impacts to rail ~ Chris Herman
operations were

identified. The EIS should

identify mitigation

strategies or an ongoing

monitoring process to
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ensure improvements are
made to address impacts.

(2734)

Response to RT-24

The following responds to the items in the table above.
e Item 1. Refer to Response to RT-22.

e Item 2. Data and information used in the analysis of rail transportation were identified in Draft
EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation.

e Item 3. Refer to Response to RT-3.

e Items 4 and 5. Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-25

The proposed facility would cause significant adverse impacts to these areas. First, the substantial
increase in coal by rail would create an unacceptable risk of a major derailment of trains carrying
coal, oil and other hazardous products, and spill. Such an accident would be harmful to residents in
the Gorge, to its economy, and to its scenic, natural, cultural, and recreation resources. Second, the
substantial increase in rail traffic would cause significant adverse impacts from increased delays at
railroad crossings, increased noise, and increased air pollution. The increased rail traffic would also
likely contribute to the need for additional railroad construction and maintenance in the Gorge,
potentially further harming Gorge resources. Finally, the large increase in the daily number of fully
loaded 125-rail car uncovered coal trains would contribute unacceptable levels of fugitive coal dust
emissions and depositions in the NSA that would require more railroad maintenance. The heavier
trains result in more damage to tracks so the weight of coal trains must be considered in the rail
accident calculations. BNSF acknowledges that coal dust gets into the rail ballast and damages the
track infrastructure and that this damage has eventually resulted in derailments. The extra
derailments due to damage to railroad ballast caused by fugitive coal dust emissions must be
considered in the calculation of rail accidents caused by the proposed project. (3107)

Response to RT-25

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, discussed the potential safety impacts of coal dust,
including ballast fouling. Section 5.7 estimated coal dust deposition that would occur along the rail
line routes that would be used by Proposed Action-related trains on the BNSF main line in Cowlitz
County and the BNSF main line in Washington State outside of Cowlitz County. However, there are
no federal or state rail safety guidelines regarding acceptable levels of coal dust deposition along a
rail line. The Draft EIS acknowledged that coal dust deposition in railroad ballast may negatively
affect the stability of the ballast. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, evaluated potential
impacts on rail safety based on Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) accident data, including
derailments.

The Proposed Action does not involve expanding or developing new rail lines in the Columbia River
Gorge. Refer to the Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions for a discussion of why
potential future rail line improvements are not evaluated in the EIS. FRA general regulations require
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track inspections to ensure they are in compliance with federally regulated safety standards. These
regulations require inspections, maintenance, and repairs and as such, increased accidents due
specifically to train weight are not a probable, significant impact.

Comment RT-26

3) In the Modify Applicant Mitigation in the Rail Transportation section at 5.1.7.1, page 5.1-23, MM
RT-1 and in the Rail Safety section at 5.2.7.1, page 5.2-10, MM RT-1, include the commission as an
entity that would receive the required report. Currently, this section reads “To address potential
impacts to rail capacity on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur, the Applicant will coordinate with
LVSW before each identified operational stage (Stage 1a, Stage 1b, and Stage 2) that change average
daily rail traffic on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur. The Applicant will prepare a report to
document the coordination with LVSW and changes to average daily rail traffic. The report will be
submitted to LVSW and Cowlitz County at least 6 months before the change in average daily rail
traffic.” The last sentence in both sections should be reworded to “The report will be submitted to
LVSW, Cowlitz County and the Utilities and Transportation Commission at least 6 months before the
change in average daily rail traffic.” The commission should be notified of these changes in average
daily rail traffic so that the inspection work of our FRA certified inspectors can be directed, as
necessary. (3311)

Response to RT-26

Final EIS Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.7.1, Applicant Mitigation, and 5.2.7.1, Applicant Mitigation, have
been revised to update the mitigation measure.

Comment RT-27

In no chapter, section, or appendices in this Draft EIS are we able to find any information as to the
current existing condition of the BNSF-Cowlitz River Bridge. It does speak of potential threats in
relation to the future potential issues with the bridge and it does mention a “possibility” of
improvements to the bridge, but it doesn’t mention why?

It is indicated that there might be upgrades to this bridge, but no planning, implementations, or
funds have gone into any actions for any bridge work as indicated in section 5.1.5.1 (page 5.1-16 and
17). The Applicant does not discuss the bridge’s age, fitness for the 200% increase in rail traffic, or
the effect of many heavily loaded coal trains using the bridge daily. As the bridge is located on a
spur, the Cowlitz Indian Tribe requests the Applicant and Action Agencies provide additional
information and analysis to detail the current state of the bridge and what impact the bridge would
endure in regards to the current use & proposed action. We are even wondering if this bridge was
only meant to be temporary. What happened to the previous bridge before the current one? We
believe it is totally justified that a detailed engineer report of existing conditions be presented. It
should have been presented in this Draft EIS.

e We request that more analysis and information regarding the BNSF Cowlitz River Bridge and
that the Action agencies update the Draft EIS and re-issue another Draft EIS for another
comment period before a Final EIS is issued.

e We request that the current use, proposed Action and this SEPA process should cease until all
issues, concerns, processes, and potential solutions to the BNSF-Cowlitz River Bridge are
resolved.
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e  With current conditions of the BNSF-Cowlitz River Bridge and if railroad users obey the rules
attached to the bridge; if there is an accident due bridge failure; who would be the responsible
party?

e What would be the potential impact if a derailment would occur at the Cowlitz River Bridge?

The Cowlitz River is considered critical habitat by federal officials for the health of Columbia River
stocks of federally Endangered Species listed eulachon and salmonids. In regards to eulachon, the
Cowlitz River is considered by many as a key environment for their continued existence within the
Columbia River system. Any accident/derailment caused by the failure of the BNSF-Cowlitz River
Bridge could have irreparable harm to the status of these threatened species. We believe that it is
imperative and necessary that the BNSF-Cowlitz River Bridge is adequately addressed and mitigated
today (or yesterday) before anymore industrial related rail traffic utilizes this Bridge. The proposed
Coal Terminal shouldn’t even be considered until the safety and environmental threat associated
with the condition of the Bridge’s suitability for long-term industrial traffic is adequately addressed.
(3227)

Response to RT-27

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, has been revised to include information the
co-leads obtained from FRA regarding the Cowlitz River Bridge. Existing operations of the bridge
were discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation.

Potential impacts on fish resulting from coal spills during rail transport were described in Draft EIS
Chapter 4, Section 4.7, Fish. Potential impacts on rail safety were described in Draft EIS Chapter 5,
Section 5.2, Rail Safety.

Comment RT-28

This study does not contemplate what these improvements may be or where they may occur.
Southwest Washington has had a history of rail improvements that have impacted category 1
wetlands, and high functioning, fish bearing rivers and streams. The potential significant adverse
environmental impact of a rail buildout to support operations is a topic that requires more research
at this phase of the proposed project. (3059)

Response to RT-28
Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-29

The DEIS notes that rail infrastructure investments will be necessary to deal with increased rail
traffic, but no investments in infrastructure improvements are proposed as mitigation outside the
local project area. Instead, proposed mitigations along rail main lines are focused on coordination
and notification, shifting the burden for costly infrastructure improvements for crossing safety and
traffic to state and local governments. (3253)

Response to RT-29

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.
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Comment RT-30

The Co-Leads should take note that the Pacific Northwest Rail Corridor Environmental Assessment,
written and approved by Washington Department of Transportation and the FRA, two agencies with
far more expertise on rail issues, found that adding eight trains to the BNSF system in the same
geographic area resulted in no environmental impacts (See additional reference below under
"Terrestrial Wildlife"). (3218)

Response to RT-30

The study cited by the commenter is for the analysis of a separate and distinct proposed action. The
analysis of this project is unrelated to the analysis of the Proposed Action and the impacts resulting
from these distinct proposed actions are independent and unrelated.

Comment RT-31

One major flaw infects all of the DEIS analyses related to rail. Buried in the DEIS is the surprising
assumption that a 10% increase in “throughput” can be achieved from rail car capacity by 2028.
DEIS at 5.1-4. It is not stated how 10% more coal will fit in the same size rail cars, nor is it at all self-
evident. The assumption is totally unwarranted. If anything, it is likely that any additional future
coal dust suppression mechanisms, like load profiling or a requirement for covered rail cars, would
reduce the amount of coal that could be transported per car. In other words, as currently stated, the
rail analysis from the outset underestimates by at least 10% all of the potential impacts. Delays,
accidents, and pollution would all be 10% higher than disclosed in the DEIS. This will need to be
corrected in the FEIS. (3277)

Response to RT-31

Draft EIS, Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, described the Proposed
Action proposed by the Applicant. The information referenced by the commenter was provided by
the Applicant. As explained in Chapter 2, the Proposed Action would have a maximum annual
throughput capacity of up to 44 million metric tons of coal per year. According to the Applicant,
proposed rail operations and coal export terminal design would support terminal throughput of 40
million metric tons per year. The Proposed Action is based on a throughput of up to 44 million
metric tons of coal per year. The Applicant assumes a 10% increase in throughput (4 million metric
tons of coal per year) is possible with rail car capacity increases, through process efficiencies and
technological improvements by 2028, the first year of assumed full operations. The co-lead agencies
confirmed this assumption with the Applicant during development of the Draft EIS; it was also
confirmed in the Applicant’s comment letter on the Draft EIS. The EIS considered the maximum
throughput of the Proposed Action.

Comment RT-32

The DEIS openly acknowledges that infrastructure on the BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead is
effectively incapable of handling the proposed increase in rail traffic due to capacity constraints. See,
e.g., DEIS 5.16-16; 5.1-10 (maximum existing capacity of BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead is 16
trains/day, and there is already traffic on it). Similarly, other components of the rail system cannot
function with this project in place without significant upgrades. However, it further observes that
there is a proposal to upgrade that infrastructure to accommodate the traffic, although that project
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is neither “funded or permitted.” DEIS 5.1-16. This appears to be a troubling effort by the proponent
to unlawfully segment a single project into multiple components for environmental review. (3277)

Response to RT-32

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, presents the revised capacity estimate for the
BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead. A simulation model was used to estimate the theoretical capacity of
the BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead. The theoretical capacity was calculated based on the number of
main tracks, train parameters, speed, and distance. It was determined the theoretical capacity of the
BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead is approximately 24 trains per day (12 trains in each direction). Final
EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, determined the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur would
have the capacity to handle baseline rail traffic and Proposed Action-related rail traffic. The Master
Response for Connected or Similar Actions explains why improvements to existing rail
infrastructure were not evaluated in the EIS.

Comment RT-33

The Washington State Department of Transportation Freight Rail Plan 2010-2030 (attached to the
Coalition’s scoping comments at Ex. 164) indicates that a number of critical sections of track,
including the Columbia Gorge, were at or near capacity in 2008 and predicted further congestion by
2028. Other key chokepoints are identified in the Washington State Transportation Commission’s
Statewide Rail Capacity and System Needs Study, December 2006 (Scoping Comments Ex. 162), and
the Heavy Traffic Ahead study (Scoping Comments Ex. 148). Additional critical bottlenecks include
the Columbia Gorge and the Spokane-Sandpoint Corridor (known in railroad parlance as “the
Funnel” due to the fact that most major east-west rail corridors converge there). This project would
clearly contribute to additional congestion in these areas. However, the DEIS masks the true extent
of these impacts. (3277)

Response to RT-33

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, described the Proposed Action’s potential
impacts on rail transportation, including impacts on rail line capacity. Section 5.1 assessed the
potential impacts on rail transportation in the areas identified by the commenter, including the
Columbia River Gorge and the BNSF main line east of Spokane. Section 5.1 identified main line
segments where Proposed Action-related trains would contribute to a segment reaching capacity if
no improvements were made to expand capacity by 2028. Refer to Response to RT-1.

Comment RT-34

Specifically, there is abundant evidence that rail congestion is causing economic harm to other users
of the system, as fossil fuel freights—which are more profitable for the rail lines—displace
agricultural products and other traffic. However, this impact is not evident in the DEIS. The FEIS
should fully analyze the impacts on Northwest shippers if inbound and outbound freight traffic is
diverted or eliminated due to the competition with coal trains. Unless mitigated with significant
capacity additions, the additional increase of coal train traffic is likely to present significant adverse
impacts on other users of the rail line, including grain and fruit shippers, intermodal users, ports,
industries, aircraft manufacturers and passenger rail—all of whom are critically dependent on
timely and affordable access to the rail system. This issue is particularly consequential in the context
of cumulative effects. Even so, this terminal has such a significant impact—16-mile-plus-long trains
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each day in many parts of the state and region—that even on its own there is an identifiable impact.
(3277)

Response to RT-34

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-35

Similarly, the DEIS fails to analyze impacts, mitigation measures, and potential funding relating to
the use of passenger rail on these same lines. The Amtrak Cascades Mid-Range Plan discusses how
Washington and passenger rail advocates have significant plans for increases of passenger rail
capacity, including adding additional high-speed passenger trains on the I-5 corridor. The DEIS must
analyze how existing and expanded passenger rail uses will be impacted if freight traffic increases.
The DEIS should also consider existing and prospective public funding for rail capacity to purchase
passenger rail service. The public has spent billions of dollars on rail improvements to ensure that
passenger rail fits with existing capacity, and it is imperative that the DEIS fully analyzes the past
and prospective investments to ensure that public funds are not spent for private purposes. (3277)

Response to RT-35

Draft EIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, described passenger rail service along the rail
line segments on which Proposed Action-related trains would travel and included an analysis of
potential impacts on rail transportation resulting from the Proposed Action. Refer to Response to
RT-1.

Comment RT-36

The DEIS must also account for the demand for public investment spurred by this project. Rail
infrastructure improvements are anticipated, although it is far from clear how those improvements
will be funded. Rail lines and infrastructure will also need to be regularly maintained, and there will
be mitigation costs for structures such as overpasses, tunnels, and railroad crossings. The DEIS must
also address whether the public will be expected to bear any costs for infrastructure constructed for
private benefits. Federal and state governments commonly bear a significant share of the costs of
freight rail capacity improvement projects. The DEIS should include all needed capacity
improvements that will be required to address at least those areas where the planned oil train
traffic will exceed the capacity of the existing system. (3277)

Response to RT-36

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-37

The DEIS sets a precedent by attempting to evaluate the effect the project will have on overall
transportation infrastructure and throughways. While it is not unusual to evaluate a project for its
transportation impacts, the Millennium DEIS adds no value in the way it examines this question.
Under federal law, common carriers are required to provide service to all customers. How they
accomplish this task is up to the utilities themselves. This is as much the case for BNSF as it is for
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Puget Sound Energy, or a wireless provider. The DEIS adds no value by evaluating an impact outside
the state’s power to address. (3168)

Response to RT-37

SEPA Rules state that a lead agency shall not limit the analysis of impacts from a proposal only to
those aspects under its jurisdiction, including state and local boundaries (WAC 197-11-660(4)(b)).
In accordance with SEPA Rules, the SEPA co-lead agencies defined the geographic study areas for
the Draft EIS analyses to encompass the areas where the Proposed Action could result in significant
adverse environmental impacts. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS
explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment RT-38

The DEIS also does not analyze the significant environmental impacts that would occur if rail
improvements were made to facilitate the increased traffic. According to the DEIS, there would be a
64.7% increase in rail traffic over the Fallbridge Subdivision of the BNSF line through the Columbia
River Gorge National Scenic Area at full operation which would put the tracks at 16 trains over
capacity per day. DEIS at 5.1-11, 5.1-13. The DEIS acknowledges that selecting “[t]he Proposed
Action would add 8 trains [per day] to a segment that would exceed capacity under 2028 baseline
conditions.” DEIS at 5.1-17. The DEIS then concludes that “[i]t is expected that BNSF and UP would
make the necessary investments or operating changes to accommodate the growth in rail traffic, but
it is unknown when these actions would be taken or permitted.” 29 DEIS at 5.1-17. This significant
foreseeable indirect adverse effect must be disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated in the EIS. (2508)

Response to RT-38

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-39

Either rail capacity would be increased due to the proposed project - resulting in significant adverse
impacts to the protected resources of the Gorge - or rail capacity would not be increased and rail
transportation would be negatively affected - resulting in a significant adverse impact to rail traffic
in the Gorge. The conclusion that it is uncertain that the increase in rail will cause significant adverse
effects on the environment is simply not supported by the DEIS. The EIS must disclose, analyze, and
mitigate these significant adverse effects. (2508)

Response to RT-39

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Sections 5.1, Rail Transportation, and 5.2, Rail Safety, assessed potential impacts
on rail transportation and rail safety from the increase in traffic on rail routes for Proposed Action-
related trains in Washington State, including through the Columbia River Gorge. Mitigation
measures for these impacts were developed within the limits of the SEPA regulatory framework
described in the Master Response for Mitigation Framework. The Proposed Action does not involve
expanding or developing new rail lines in the Columbia River Gorge. Refer to the Master Response
for Connected or Similar Actions for a discussion of why potential future rail line improvements are
not evaluated in the EIS.
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Comment RT-40

The DEIS notes that without improvements to rail infrastructure to expand capacity, the Proposed
Action could result in significant impacts on rail and vehicle transportation. However, no
investments in infrastructure improvements are proposed as mitigation outside the local project
area. Instead, proposed mitigations along rail main lines are focused on coordination and
notification, shifting the burden for costly infrastructure improvements for crossing safety and
traffic to communities like ours. (2449)

Response to RT-40

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-41

Double tracking will be required in many places, the report also says, and much rail infrastructure
would need to be upgraded or replaced. Double tracking is already happening in communities like
Cheney. WA. Bridges are on the decline, many are old. The FRA now allows officials in the U. S to
report poor bridge infrastructure. I suggest the FEIS looks at anything reported in the travel area for
rail for this new FRA program. (2536)

Response to RT-41

Under FRA bridge safety standards, each track owner is required to adopt a bridge safety
management program to prevent the deterioration of railroad bridges by preserving the bridges’
capability to safely carry their respective and reduce the risk of human casualties, environmental
damage, and disruption to the U.S. railroad transportation system (49 CFR 237.31). As such, all
railroads in the study area are required by law to conduct inspections and maintain rail bridges
along their tracks. Refer to Response to RT-27.

Comment RT-42

Capacity issues will contribute to:

1. The sheer number of trains that will add more traffic to at-grade crossings for rail communities.
The number of trains can produce negative impacts to businesses.

2. Itwill increase exposure to DPM and coal dust and thus, increase potential negative health
impacts.

3. It will create more havoc for first responders and commuters.
4. It will create more noise for residents.

5. Itwill increase the chances for more derailments. (2536)

Response to RT-42

The concerns raised by the commenter were analyzed in various sections of the Draft EIS including
Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, and Chapter 5, Sections 5.2, Rail Safety, 5.3,
Vehicle Transportation, 5.5, Noise and Vibration, 5.6, Air Quality, and 5.7, Coal Dust. The Master
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Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains
the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

Comment RT-43

We also wish to register concern for the lack of serious economic analysis of capacity issues on the
rail lines serving the proposed port and the consequences to other shippers that result from the
addition of 18 trains per day if the proposed port is constructed. (2268)

Response to RT-43

Refer to Response to RT-1.

Comment RT-44

In 2014, our report was updated with the publication of Heavy Traffic Still Ahead,
http://www.heavytrafficahead.org/pdf/Heavy-Traffic-Still-Ahead-web.pdf

The report identified several issues most of which are not covered by the Draft EIS for MBT. They
include:

e A major bottleneck is BNSF’s 70.5-mile line between Sandpoint, ID, and Spokane, WA, which
already has serious capacity issues and would feel the full potential impact of added BNSF PRB
to PNW export coal trains. In addition, this line could see the addition of 22 trains per day of
loaded and empty Bakken oil trains moving to the PNW.

e The 24.8 mile stretch between Huntley, MT, and Mossmain, MT (which traverses Montana’s
largest city, Billings) also represents a major bottleneck. Currently, this line handles
approximately 18 to 22 trains per day. Total rail traffic through Billings could more than triple
in a decade, depending on whether proposed export terminals are built in the Washington, or
expanded in Canada.

e Avariety of railroad freight shippers would likely be adversely impacted by tightened rail
capacity if the export coal terminals are built. Intermodal container traffic and export grain
traffic could experience higher freight rates, deteriorating service and higher equipment costs.

e Passenger and commuter rail traffic, including Amtrak’s Empire Builder, which travels through
the highly congested “Funnel” between Sand Point and Spokane, would likely be disrupted by
increased rail congestion caused by an increase in export coal trains. (2268)

Response to RT-44

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, assessed potential impacts on rail
transportation that could result from the Proposed Action. The Draft EIS identified a potential
unavoidable and significant adverse impact on rail transportation on the rail segment between the
Idaho/Washington State Line and Spokane. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, has
been revised to provide additional details on the existing conditions and potential impacts on rail
segments outside of Washington State. Regarding impacts on other freight, passenger, and
commuter rail traffic, refer to Response to RT-1.
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Comment RT-45

DEIS Section 5.1.8 states: "Without improvements to increase capacity the rail line routs for the
proposed action (the Reynolds Lead; BNSF Spur; and three segments on the BNSF main line routes
in Washington State (Idaho/Washington State Line-Spokane, Spokane- Pasco, and Pasco-Vancouver)
are not projected to have the capacity to handle the projected baseline rail traffic and Proposed
Action-related rail traffic in 2028. BNSF could address capacity issues with capital improvements or
operational changes, but it is unknown when these actions would be taken or permitted. Therefore,
with existing infrastructure and using the methods to identify potential baseline rail traffic in 2028,
the Proposed Action could result in a significant adverse environmental impact on rail
transportation.” The economic effects of these impacts on the ability of state agriculture products to
get to market is not considered in the discussion. The FEIS should discuss how current and future
rail line capacity needs will affect current state agricultural markets and the ability for getting
Washington's agriculture crops to market using the current rail infrastructure. (2691)

Response to RT-45

Refer to Response to RT-1.

Comment RT-46

[ think they should have frequency models for other users such as agriculture and Amtrak because
the EIS itself explicitly says that currently the system from the Idaho line clear to Longview can't
meet the rail traffic needs currently. It explicitly says that. So it needs in that infrastructure section
account frequency of other users. (TRANS-SPOKANE-Q4-00006)

Response to RT-46

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, described the methods to evaluate the potential
impacts on rail transportation. Draft EIS Table 5.1-3, Washington State Rail Route Segments,
identified estimated 2015 capacity and 2015 traffic in trains per day.

Comment RT-47

The fee that the railroad is supposed to pay for environment mitigation going to the state as a whole,
that should be paid to each individual county or city where the route goes through and paid on the
basis of each level crossing that the train slows down, ambulance traffic or car traffic crossing the
route of the coal train. Because there's going to be a lot of coal trains going through there and it's in
small places, and they can do better with the money than just giving it to the State as a whole.
(TRANS-PASCO-Q2-00002)

Response to RT-47

The EIS does not propose a fee as mitigation for impacts on rail transportation. The mitigation
presented in the Draft EIS was developed within the limits of the SEPA regulatory framework
described in the Master Response for Mitigation Framework. For more information about the
development, implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master
Response for Mitigation Framework.
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Comment RT-48

Since the rail infrastructure is not sufficient, what would ensure that the new rail would actually be
built? If it weren't actually built, the EIS should mention what rail would be bumped--Amtrak [?],
wheat? (3545)

Response to RT-48

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-49

The DEIS acknowledges that the rail system in Longview simply can't handle 16 additional mile-
plus-long trains of coal per day. [S-30] Who will pay for upgrades to the rail system? What will the
impacts of those upgrades be? (3451)

Response to RT-49
Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-50

Increasing rail traffic statewide would significantly exceed system capacity on almost all segments of
rail in Washington. [S-30; 5.1-19] What will the economic impacts be for other users of the system,
like agriculture? Who will have to bear the costs of improving the system? (3451)

Response to RT-50

Refer to Response to RT-1.

Comment RT-51

Unfortunately, in the Draft SEPA EIS Section 5.1 evaluation there does not appear to be tangible
mitigation measures proposed in Applicant Mitigation (5.1.7.1) or in Other Measures to be
Considered (5.1.7.2) that adequately provides for known and cumulative impacts. The mitigation
proposed only speaks to participation and notification of the Millennium phasing and a report, but
does not require anything further.

Existing transportation corridors connect the Port to international markets for the economic benefit
of our community, state and nation. As a cargo transfer facility, we rely on river, rail and road
connections to efficiently move cargo around the world. With dozens of existing industries and
customers relying on current levels of transportation service, it is vital the EIS account for
Millennium's impacts of increased river and rail traffic on existing users dependent on current levels
of transportation service.

The increase of 16 trains at full build out will significantly impact community vehicular traffic at
multiple at-grade crossings, as well as current and future industrial rail users. To accommodate
existing users and in anticipation of growth in Longview's industrial area, improvements are
underway to improve the road/rail interface along the SR432 corridor-improvements that will
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directly benefit this proposed project. Financial support of transportation projects along the
corridor would be an appropriate form of mitigation for increased rail traffic along the route.

Additionally, impacts to the existing limitations on the single track BNSF Cowlitz River Rail Bridge
crossing should be mitigated through participation and/ or funding for a future study and
construction of improvements for this crossing. (3326)

Response to RT-51
Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Sections 5.1, Rail Transportation, 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, and 5.4, Vessel
Transportation, assessed the Proposed Action’s potential impacts on rail, vehicle, and vessel
transportation.

Regarding the Cowlitz River Bridge, refer to Response to RT-27.

Comment RT-52

The DEIS notes that without improvements to rail infrastructure to expand capacity, the Proposed
Action could result in significant impacts on rail and vehicle transportation. However, no
investments in infrastructure improvements are proposed as mitigation outside the local project
area. Instead, proposed mitigations along main lines are focused on coordination and notification,
shifting the burden for costly infrastructure improvements for crossing safety and traffic to local
communities along the line. Seattle will be directly impacted by the lack of necessary investment
elsewhere on the rail corridor as it will make it harder to make shipments to and from our city.
(3127)

Response to RT-52

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of
the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and
focus.

Comment RT-53

We strongly urge you to revise the EIS to: Shift the mitigation burden for costly infrastructure
improvements to the project proponent. (3127)

Response to RT-53

Refer to Response to RT-1 and Response to RT-21.

Comment RT-54

Longview Rail Crossings Table 5.1.4. - BNSF Spur and Reynolds Lead At-Grade Crossing Detail for
Proposed Action-Related Trains - Planned Track Infrastructure shows unit train speed of 20 MPH
through the Oregon Way and Industrial Way at-grade crossings in Longview. Assuming coal unit
trains are 1.3 miles in length and Millennium's rail entrance a distance of approximately 1.5 miles
from Oregon Way and Industrial Way at-grade crossings, it is very unlikely unit trains could stop or
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slow enough to enter Millennium's entrance traveling at this speed. One would assume the train
would have to start braking "before" these two crossings. The ability of unit trains traveling at this
20 MPH speed and being able to complete the reported crossing time in 4 minutes cannot possibly
be achieved. Please verify my findings and, if necessary, correct Table 5.1.4. (3001)

Response to RT-54

Refer to Response to RT-8.

Comment RT-55

With its 48~5-million-ton export capacity, MBTL would lead to an additional 16 coal trains per day
passing through Montana on their way to the port, according to the DEIS. There are two rail routes
through our state that converge in Sandpoint. However, the DEIS inexplicably assumes that all of
these additional coal trains will be routed through the southern Montana Rail Link route, even
though the MRL route has limited capacity for expansion and despite BNSF's significant investments
in its Northern Tier through Whitefish in recent years. The DEIS provides no explanation for this
assumption. Although most export-bound coal trains in Montana currently do utilize the southern
route, some coal trains are routed through Whitefish regularly. Therefore, we believe it is
reasonable to conclude that approval of MBTL resulting in an additional 16 coal trains per day
passing through western Montana, will lead to increased coal train traffic through Whitefish. (2247)

Response to RT-55

West of Mossmain, Montana, there are two rail routes to Sandpoint, Idaho: the southern Montana
Rail Link (MRL) and the northern BNSF route using the Shelby and BNSF Hi Line routes (Shelby/Hi
Line). The MRL route is 95.4 miles shorter than the Shelby/Hi Line route and is the primary route
for the current BNSF coal unit trains. The Draft EIS assumed Proposed Action-related trains would
use the MRL. The Applicant also confirmed this route is the most likely route for Proposed Action-
related trains.
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Comment RT-56
ID  DEIS Section and/or Page
Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
A 5.1 Rail Transportation “The Applicant assumes a 10% Incorrect as written
Page 5.1-4, last paragraph increase in throughput (4 million
metric tons of coal per year) from rail
car capacity that can be achieved
through industry process and
technological improvements by
2028.”
This is what the applicant actually
stated .... The Applicant assumes a
10% increase in throughput (4
million metric tons of coal per year)
is possible with rail car capacity
increases, through process
efficiencies and technological
improvements by 2028”
B 5.1 Rail Transportation “Rail traffic estimates provided in the ~We take issue with the
Page 5.1-6, Future Rail Washington State Rail Plan do not addition of all Project
Traffic, first line include the rail traffic for proposed related trains to the

coal or crude oil projects in
Washington State. Therefore,
Proposed Action-related rail traffic
was added to 2028 baseline rail
traffic estimates for the purposes of
this analysis.”

C 5.1 Rail Transportation “The Applicant proposes that
Page 5.1-15, Add approximately 2.1 million yards of
Temporary Rail Traffic for ~ #eck suitable material would be
Transport of Construction ~ needed for Construction”
Materials, first line

numbers included in the Rail
Plan. The Rail Plan contains
estimates for the next 19
years, we would think it
reasonable that some or all
of the additional Project-
related 8 trains per day be
included in that estimate.
Otherwise, this could be
double counting of new
trains. Note 3 at the bottom
of the page says it all: “The
rail traffic estimates in the
Washington State Rail Plan
are based on data collected
between 2010 and 2013.
Rail traffic is highly dynamic
and fluctuates as a result of
changing demand. The 2028
rail traffic estimates are
intended to provide a
“snapshot” of estimated rail
traffic volumes; the rail
traffic estimates do not
represent actual volumes for
2028.”

Replace “rock” with
“suitable material” - fill
materials may be other than
rock
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ID  DEIS Section and/or Page
Number

Text Correction/Revision

Comment

D 5.1 Rail Transportation
Page 5.1-17, Add Rail
Traffic on the BNSF Main
Line in Cowlitz County,
second paragraph,

E 5.1 Rail Transportation
Page 5.1-24, Section 5.1.8
Unavoidable and Significant
Adverse Environmental
Impacts, last line

F SEPA Rail Transportation
TR
Appendix A Coal Train
Operating Plans Page A-2

G SEPA Rail Transportation
TR
Appendix A Coal Train
Operating Plans Page A-2

“This segment has two main tracks
with CTC. Projected 2028 capacity
without improvements or operating
changes is approximately 80 trains
per day. Projected 2028 volume with
Proposed Action-related BNSF trains
to and from the Powder River Basin is
81 trains per day; therefore, the
projected volume on this segment
with Proposed Action-related trains
would exceed capacity (80 trains per
day).”

“the Proposed Action could result in a
significant adverse environmental
impact on rail transportation.”

Coal Train Operating Plans should
be regarded as indicative but not
contractual.

Also there is a variety of
abbreviation which we cannot find
in the Abbreviations and Acronyms
list. Eg ST

“MBTL crew takes lead locomotives
to end of loading loop, couple to
empty train when unloading
completed. From dumper, train
proceeds into storage track awaiting
outbound train crew”

This is an odd conclusion, 81
trains vs approximately 80
trains for a 12 year out
estimate is well within the
accuracy of the estimates

This conclusion is
unsupported in the
preceding section; there is
no discussion of how a rail
capacity issue results in a
significant environmental
impact.

These plans have not been
developed with MBTL. They
should be regarded as
indicative but not
contractual.

This comment seems to
indicate that locomotives
would be uncoupled from
rail cars. This is a new
criterion that has not been
discussed before and was
not part of any discussions
with BNSF.

MBT-L proposes to keep the
locomotives connected to
the trains. The trains would
be pushed around by
indexer and when ready to
leave, someone hops into
the locomotive and drives -
need to recheck the whole
train when you reconnect
locomotive
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ID  DEIS Section and/or Page
Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
H SEPA Rail Transportation Figure 4 We question what Figure 4
TR or the paragraph before it
Appendix A Coal Train means, and expect that
Operating Plans Technical BNSF are being challenged
Report, Page 21 by saying the 85% reduction
in dust from trains is invalid.
There is not any reference to
this graph in the Technical
Report, or T&B Report. Also,
if it is based on the T&B
report it is unreliable due to
their inconclusive findings.
(3070)

Response to RT-56

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation,
and the SEPA Rail Transportation Technical Report, in response to these comments. Refer to the left-
most column of the above table for lettering used to identify each comment.

Comment A: Train Parameters, under Section 5.1.3.2, Impact Analysis, has been revised to
correct the statement regarding how an increase in throughput would be achieved. The same
revision has been made in the SEPA Rail Transportation Technical Report.

Comment C: Section 5.1.5.1, Proposed Action, Add Temporary Rail Traffic for Transport of
Construction Materials, has been revised to indicate that “suitable material” would be needed for
construction. This revision has also been made in the SEPA Rail Transportation Technical Report.

Comment F: The SEPA Rail Transportation Technical Report, Appendix A, Coal Train Operating
Plans, has been revised to indicate the Applicant did not provide the operating plans and to
identify acronyms and abbreviations.

Comment G: The SEPA Rail Transportation Technical Report, Appendix A, Table A-1, BNSF Coal
Train Operating Plan, has been revised to remove the sentence indicating that locomotives are
coupled to empty trains after unloading is complete.

Comment H: The SEPA Coal Technical Report, has been revised to clarify the information
presented in Figure 4, Coal Dust Emissions Adjustment Curve Based on Observed to Modeled Coal
Dust Concentrations. (This comment is related to the SEPA Coal Technical Report but addressed
here because this comment was aligned by the commenter with the SEPA Rail Technical Report.)

Other comments were not specifically addressed in the Final EIS; responses to these comments are
provided below.

Comment B: Refer to Response to RT-12.

Comment D: The methods used to analyze potential impacts on rail transportation resulting
from the Proposed Action were described in Draft EIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3, Methods. This
section acknowledged the projections of future capacity and future baseline traffic are estimates
and identifies the methods used to develop the estimates. The Final EIS has been revised to
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clarify that projected baseline rail traffic with Proposed Action-related rail traffic would
approximately equal capacity of the segment.

e Comment E: Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, has been revised to clarify
how Proposed Action-related trains could result in an unavoidable and significant adverse
impact on rail transportation.

Comment RT-57

Rail impacts (traffic, emissions, and derailment risks) will extend from the Powder River Basin and
the Uinta basin to the Project site. Please study the impacts all along both proposed routes. (0119)

Response to RT-57

Refer to the Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the rationale for the
geographic limits of the study areas analyzed in the EIS. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail
Transportation, and the SEPA Rail Transportation Technical Report have been revised to provide
additional information about the potential impacts of the Proposed Action on the capacity of rail line
segments outside of Washington State.

Comment RT-58

The Draft EIS does not adequately address the impacts of rail transport of coal through communities
in Idaho and Montana. (1934)

Response to RT-58
Refer to Response to RT-57.

Comment RT-59

The DEIS should have included detailed analyses of increased train traffic along the entire railway
corridor from loading sites in the Powder River Basin in Montana and Wyoming to the terminus.
(2437)

Response to RT-59

Refer to Response to RT-57.

Comment RT-60

In comments made to date regarding the Project, certain parties have suggested that the geographic
scope of analysis under Washington State Environmental Policy Act ("SEPA") should extend well
beyond the Project area in order to address the effects of train traffic and other purported impacts
in localities throughout Washington State or even other states. For the reasons provided below,
BNSF believes that extending the geographic scope of analysis beyond the area impacted by the
Project would be inappropriate, and in conflict with applicable agency policies and regulations.

In particular, BNSF is concerned with any decision making whether to approve the Project based on
potential impacts resulting from interstate commerce moving into Washington. As you are aware,
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Article [, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution grants to the United States Congress
the power "To regulate commerce with foreign nations, and among the several states, and with the
Indian Tribes." Further, the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act, 49 US. CA.§101 O]
et seq., gives exclusive jurisdiction to the Surface Transportation Board ("STB") over "the
construction, acquisition, operation, abandonment, or discontinuance of spur, industrial, team,
switching, or side tracks, or facilities, even if the tracks are located, or intended to be located,
entirely in one state. 4 9 US C. § 105 01 (b). This federal scheme ensures that interstate rail
operations occur in a safe, reliable manner that protect interstate commerce. Consequently, BNSF
believes the Co-Lead Agencies should defer to the STB and Federal Railroad Administration
consideration of the interstate rail system. (3218)

Response to RT-60

Refer to Response to RT-37. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the
resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

Comment RT-61

Leaving aside these federal law issues, it appears from reading the DEIS that virtually the entire
document focuses on the impacts to the State of Washington from a maximum of eight loaded trains
per day moving in interstate commerce to the Longview, Washington. It is difficult to understand
how this particular train traffic triggers a statewide study of the interstate rail system. This seems to
be a significant over-reach. (3218)

Response to RT-61

Refer to Response to RT-37.

Comment RT-62

The regulations specifically direct that an “agency shall not limit its consideration of a proposal’s
impacts only to those aspects within its jurisdiction, including local or state boundaries.” WAC 197-
11-060(4)(b). The DEIS acknowledges that an indirect effect of the terminal is increased rail traffic,
and its attendant pollution, rail line congestion, and impacts on road traffic and emergency
response. Ch. 5.1. However, the DEIS appears to assume that these impacts end at the state border.
This makes little sense. The extensive traffic congestion and system user impacts will be just as
serious in Idaho, Oregon, Montana, and Wyoming. For example, the DEIS acknowledges that capacity
could be significantly constrained in those states. DEIS 5.1-14 (capacity as low as 30 trains a day in
some locations, with existing traffic between 25 and 28 a day). These impacts should not be
qualitatively dismissed, and indeed, WAC 197-11-060(4)(b) requires that they should be treated in
the same manner as the in-state effects. While the Coalition understands that some limited
qualitative information is given on out-of-state impacts, there is no reason to treat the out-of-state
rail impacts differently. It does not even appear particularly challenging to provide the basic
information on capacity deficits on individual rail segments, as is done for in-state rail. The Coalition
asks that the FEIS include information on out-of-state impacts in the same manner. (3277)

Response to RT-62

Refer to Response to RT-57.
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Comment RT-63

RCW 43.97.025(1) also applies to the review of this project: “all state agencies and counties are
hereby directed and provided authority to carry out their respective functions and responsibilities
in accordance with the [Columbia River Gorge Compact], the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic
Area Act, and the provisions of” the Gorge Management Plan and state implementation of the Act. As
such, Ecology and the County are required to take into account all impacts to the National Scenic
Area and to ensure that decisions are consistent with all National Scenic Area authorities. (2508)

Response to RT-63
Refer to Response to RT-37.

Comment RT-64

Independent of the Scenic Area Act’s mandates, SEPA requires that the EIS must include analysis of
the likely increase in rail traffic and any accompanying expansions of railroad facilities within the
National Scenic Area. Since the project would require extra rail capacity through the Gorge, the EIS
must identify where new construction would be likely to occur in the National Scenic Area and the
impacts that would occur to resources protected by the Gorge Act, the Gorge Management Plan, and
local implementing ordinances. Deferring this analysis to later study does not satisfy SEPA
requirements. (2508)

Response to RT-64

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, assessed potential impacts on rail
transportation from the increase in traffic on rail routes for Proposed Action-related trains in
Washington State, including through the Columbia River Gorge. The Proposed Action does not
involve expanding or developing new rail lines in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.
Refer to the Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions for a discussion of why potential
future rail line improvements are not evaluated in the EIS.

Comment RT-65

Furthermore, railroads benefit from sweeping preemption of local laws and they will likely assert
that the preemption applies to local laws that implement the Gorge Act. In fact, Union Pacific already
has asserted that the laws that protect the NSA are preempted. While we believe the federal nature
of the Gorge Act negates the preemption that Union Pacific asserts, this issue would require
litigation and it could conceivably fall in the favor of the railroads. In that instance, this SEPA review
is the only place to address railroad construction impacts to the Gorge NSA. As such, the EIS must
address these impacts to the protected resources of the NSA and identify where the construction
will be inconsistent with the Gorge Act, the Gorge Management Plan, and local ordinances. (2508)

Response to RT-65

The Proposed Action does not involve expanding or developing new rail lines in the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area. Refer to the Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions for a
discussion of why potential future rail line improvements are not evaluated in the EIS.
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Comment RT-66

If permitted and constructed, the MBTL facility would increase rail traffic that would have
significant and deleterious consequences for Montanans. However, the analysis presented in the
MBTL DEIS does not include the connected and cumulative impacts that this project would have on
Montana (see below for details) communities crossed by the rail line. The DEIS does not entirely
ignore Montana rail impacts, but it does not analyze the rail impacts to Montana. Instead, the DEIS
makes vague, generalized references to Montana rail impacts, while very specifically and thoroughly
analyzing rail impacts on specific segments of rail line in Washington. The DEIS completely ignores
one Montana rail route that is currently used for coal transport: the Hi- Line, which is in northern
Montana near the Canadian border and passes south of Glacier National Park on its path to Idaho
and the West Coast. All of the coal trains that would haul coal to the MBTL project, as well as all of
the empty coal trains on the daily return journey, would originate in the PRB of Wyoming and
Montana. It is clear from the DEIS’s analysis of rail impacts in Washington that the agency could
evaluate and make a clear, thorough, and sophisticated study of rail impacts in Montana, but it does
not. The environmental analysis must include such a study. The study area for rail transportation
impacts in the MBTL DEIS is too narrow and completely ignores impacts to Montana and
Montanans. (2504)

Response to RT-66

Refer to Response to RT-55 and Response to RT-57. The Master Response for Connected or Similar
Actions explains why improvements to existing rail infrastructure were not evaluated in the EIS.
Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, assessed potential cumulative impacts on rail
transportation.

Comment RT-67

There will be a dramatic increase in coal train traffic through many communities in Montana. Any
action alternative must fully assess the impacts of increased coal train traffic through Montana—
from the coal mines in the PRB to the proposed MBTL port and back again. While the DEIS examines
increased train traffic in Washington, those trains do not simply appear at the Washington state
border; they come from somewhere. In fact, those trains originate at PRB coal mines in Wyoming
and Montana and traverse Montana on their way to the proposed facility as well as on the way back
to the PRB. The DEIS states that there will be 16 additional trains each day traveling the rails if
MBTL is approved. There would be numerous impacts to Montanans and Montana communities
from this increase in the number of trains—and those impacts are not just "inconveniences." There
would be health, safety, quality of life, as well as actual financial costs to Montana citizens and
communities as well as to our rural areas that would result from this increase in coal train traffic.
(2504)

Response to RT-67

Refer to Response to RT-57.

Comment RT-68

The FEIS should assess the impacts on Glacier NP of increased rail traffic associated with MBTL.
(2432)
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Response to RT-68

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, stated Proposed Action-related trains would
travel along a rail route that would pass through Missoula, Montana. This route is approximately 90
miles from Glacier National Park; therefore, the Proposed Action would not likely have the potential
for rail traffic impacts on Glacier National Park. Refer to the Master Response for Geographic Study
Areas of the EIS.

Comment RT-69

Successful MBTL operation is contingent on successful movement of trains through Montana. The
DEIS partially addresses this for Montana, stating, "Without improvements to rail infrastructure to
expand capacity (and safety) the Proposed Action could result in an unavoidable and significant
adverse impact on rail transportation.” (Summary p. 53-54) Such improvements are not discussed
specifically for Montana and Missoula County. (2497)

Response to RT-69
Refer to Response to RT-57.

Comment RT-70

I'm here to mention a couple of things with the SEPA effort, specifically the at-grade crossings. In the
Tri-Cities area it seems lacking in the documentation. There are reference to the mainlines that go
down through the Columbia Gorge, but not on a return trip for your empty vessels. I would really
like to see some further evaluation of those urban at- grade crossings not only in the Tri-Cities area,
but Yakima, and Spokane. And that's the bulk of my comments. I'd like to see some increased
evaluation of that and then some attempts to mitigate those impacts as that's nearly doubling or
tripling the number of trips, depending on which line you're talking about. (TRANS-PASCO-M1-
00013)

Response to RT-70

Refer to Response to RT-57.

Comment RT-71
[ don't understand why it's draft Environmental Impact Statement doesn’t address impacts for rail
traffic in Montana. (3836)

Response to RT-71

Refer to Response to RT-57.

Comment RT-72

The draft Environmental Impact Statement does not assess the rail impacts the MBT would have in
Montana. The document acknowledges that trains destined for the port will originate in the Powder
River Basin and travel through Montana, but does not study the impacts of increased rail
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transportation outside of Washington’s borders. I request that this issue be addressed in the final
EIS. (3823)

Response to RT-72

Refer to Response to RT-57.

Comment RT-73

Increasing rail traffic statewide would significantly exceed system capacity on almost all segments of
rail in Washington, including in the small town of Bucoda, here in Thurston County. In Bucoda, rail
lines pass within 200 feet of the main street and many residential homes. The DEIS predicts over 11
additional rail-related accidents every year statewide. [Ch. 5.2 p 8-9] That number rises to as high as
19 when taking cumulative risk into consideration. [6-41] Broadly speaking, the DEIS relies too
much on the ambiguous concept of "capacity"” and should look more closely at the practical impacts
for people who live in small communities like Bucoda and its neighbors including Tenino, East
Olympia, and the Nisqually Valley. (3461)

Response to RT-73

Refer to Response to RT-1.

Comment RT-74

Rail Traffic: The Draft EIS demonstrates Millennium would have a severe impact on rail and road
congestion, along the rail corridor, particularly in Longview itself, and in Spokane County. The DEIS
acknowledges that the rail system in Longview simply can’t handle 16 additional coal trains, over a
mile long each, per day. Who would pay for the upgrades, and what would the impact of those
upgrades be? (2513)

Response to RT-74

Refer to Response to RT-1.
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5.2 Rail Safety

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to rail safety.

Comment RS-1

Contrary to conclusions reached in the Draft EIS, rail safety impacts from the operation of the
existing rail system are not within MBT-Longview’s control, will exist with or without the Project
and therefore cannot be attributed to the Project. Any rail safety concerns are the same with or
without the Project. The only material difference between the State Rail Plan projection of capacity
constraints, and the capacity forecast in the Draft EIS is one of timing--i.e., when capacity constraints
might be reached without rail system management by the owners of the system. The corresponding
effect on rail safety is that there is no probable significant impact on rail safety caused by the Project
for the same reasons addressed above that the Project does not cause the rail system to reach
capacity constraints. The Draft EIS and the No-Action Alternative should conclude that the Project
will not cause a probable significant impact to rail safety along the rail system as compared to the
No-Action Alternative. (3070)

Response to RS-1

Draft EIS Chapter 2, Project Objectives, Proposed Action, and Alternatives, described the Proposed
Action including off-site transport of coal by vessel and rail. As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5,
Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, the types and number of baseline and projected train traffic beyond
Longview Junction on main line routes were developed from the Washington State Rail Plan. As
noted in Section 5.1, the Rail Plan’s demand and capacity forecast did not include the rail traffic for
proposed coal or crude oil projects in Washington State, including the Proposed Action. The Rail
Plan indicates that if any specific proposed coal export facilities in the Pacific Northwest are
completed, they could place additional demands on the state’s rail system and accelerate the rate of
rail traffic growth. Therefore, Proposed Action-related train traffic was not attributed to the
projected future baseline rail traffic numbers provided in the Rail Plan. Proposed Action-related rail
traffic and the predicted accident frequency is evaluated in addition to baseline rail traffic because
the respective rail traffic would not occur without construction and operation of the proposed
export terminal The predicted accident frequencies are shown in Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2,
Rail Safety.

Comment RS-2

Using an FRA financial reporting threshold as a significance threshold is improper because it skews
the incident rates of so called significant adverse impacts. The Final EIS should use thresholds of
significance that effectively narrows the incidents that are properly labeled as “accidents.” This
requires that the Final EIS refine and narrow the definition of an accident as applied in the Draft EIS
to those accidents that may actually be significant adverse impacts. This does not require a new
analysis, only a refinement of the existing forecasts, which must be applied to the No-Action
Alternative in relation to the projected growth of the rail system and the forecast that the system
will reach capacity by 2035 with or without the Project. (3070)
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Response to RS-2

The Federal Railroad Safety Act of 1970 gives the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) rulemaking
authority over all areas of rail line safety. FRA has established federal regulations pertaining to the
safety of interstate commerce. These regulations set standards for all railroads dealing with the
interchange of railroad cars and equipment. As explained in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail
Safety, existing rail accident data from FRA were used as the basis for the rail safety and accident
analysis. FRA’s data were used to estimate accidents per million train miles. These data, broken
down by track class, form the basis of the rail safety analysis. While the analysis of rail safety in the
Draft EIS uses the FRA reporting threshold of $10,500 in sustained damage to define an accident,
this value is not used as a threshold for significance of impacts. Rather, the analysis determines the
potential impacts on rail safety resulting from Proposed Action-related trains by assessing the
change in anticipated accident frequencies with Proposed Action-related trains as compared to the
baseline condition. The Draft EIS acknowledged that not every accident of a loaded Proposed Action-
related train would result in a spill or derailment. The co-lead agencies determined the Proposed
Action could result in an unavoidable and significant adverse impact on rail safety as described in
Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety.

Comment RS-3

The Draft EIS appears to have used the percentage increase in rail traffic and applied that factor to
rail safety. “The predicted accident frequency would increase over baseline conditions in 2028 by
approximately 22% in Cowlitz County and Washington State with trains related to the Proposed
Action.” (page S-31) A 22 percent increase in the rate of accidents, even if properly attributed to the
Project, would still result in a very small number of new events compared to existing accident rates.
This is another example of an improper aggregation of events over time and is not a probable
significant adverse impact caused by the Project. (3070)

Response to RS-3

The Draft EIS determined the potential impacts on rail safety resulting from the Proposed Action by
assessing the change in anticipated accident frequencies under the Proposed Action as compared to
the baseline condition. The predicted number of accidents per year was calculated by multiplying
segment length by the number of trains per year and by the applicable accident rate; the number
was then adjusted for track classification based on published accident data research by track class.
As such, the percentage increase in rail traffic is one of several factors considered in evaluating
potential impacts on rail safety. The co-lead agencies determined the Proposed Action could result
in an unavoidable and significant adverse impact on rail safety as described in Final EIS Chapter 5,
Section 5.2, Rail Safety.

Comment RS-4

The accident statistics used in the Draft EIS do not establish that rail accidents are a significant
problem, or that the chance of future accidents is an impact that could be properly attributed to the
Project. For example, the Draft EIS establishes that “cased on FRA data, there were two accidents in
Cowlitz County in 2014, and neither involved an injury or fatality. One incident was in a rail yard
with no derailment and the other involved a derailment of 11 cars on main line track.” (Draft EIS,
page 5.2-5). It goes on to state that “in Washington State, there were 36 accidents in 2014, two of

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

52 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 5. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Operations

which involved an injury. Thirteen accidents were on main line track, and the remainder was in rail
yards or on industry track. Derailments (main line and industry track) involved between 0 and 11
rail cars.” (Draft EIS, page 5.2-5). The Final EIS should clarify that the fact that trains traveling to and
from the Project will be carrying coal instead of some other commodity has absolutely no bearing on
the rate of accidents or on rail safety more generally. The Final EIS should affirmatively declare that
the Project does not cause a significant adverse impact in relation to rail safety. (3070)

Response to RS-4

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2.5.1, Proposed Action, described the potential impacts on rail safety—
including the increased potential for train accidents—that could occur as a result of the Proposed
Action. The SEPA Rail Safety Technical Report notes that train accident rates are distinguished only
by freight versus passenger service, not by specific cargoes. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail
Safety, has been revised to clarify this aspect of the accident rates. As noted in the Draft EIS, the
Proposed Action would increase the potential for train accidents by adding loaded and empty rail
traffic on rail routes in Washington State. The co-lead agencies determined the Proposed Action
could result in an unavoidable and significant adverse impact on rail safety as described in Final EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety.

Comment RS-5

Existing rail transportation is a consistent cause of wildland fires due to sparks emitted from train
wheels in contact with rail tracks. Rail spark emissions can - and regularly do- ignite fires in
vegetation adjacent to rail lines. The DEIS does not address the increase in numbers of wildfire
starts that are likely due to the additional "unit trains" (125 rail cars each) per day. The rail lines
designated for transporting coal from markets and for empty-car backhauls traverse areas of the
state that are particularly wildfire-prone, especially during extended periods of hot dry conditions.
The empty backhaul route for BNSF trains moves east over Stampede Pass, an area that is remote
and difficult to access for wildfire response. The DEIS should address likely increases in wildfires
and potential mitigation for wildfire risk due to the increase in rail traffic. (2691)

Response to RS-5

Based on available data on wildfire starts, the likelihood of a train starting a wildfire is very low and
the area of such a wildfire would likely be small (California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection et al. 1999, Prestemon et al. 2013, Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience 2012,
Montana Department of Military Affairs Disaster and Emergency Services 2010). Between January
2000 and December 2008, railroads accounted for 0.49% of all wildfire starts and 0.21% of the total
areas burned on Department of Interior and U.S. Forest Service land. In western regions of U.S.
Forest Service and Department of Interior lands, railroads accounted for a similar percentage of
wildfire starts—0.41% (Prestemon et al. 2013). In comparison, the single greatest cause of wildfire
starts (45.34%) and area burned (79.90%) was lightning (Prestemon et al. 2013). Records
maintained by the Oregon Department of Forestry also show that railroad-caused wildfires are
infrequent (Oregon Partnership for Disaster Resilience 2012). Wildfires could be compounded by
the increasing risk of wildfires from warmer, drier conditions induced by climate change from
increases in regional average temperatures and reductions in summer precipitation values
(University of Washington 2013). In Washington State, the Washington State Department of Natural
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Resources provides wildfire information to the interagency risk information management system,
However, different causes of human-related wildfire starts are not available through this resource.

In addition, if a fire does occur on railroad property or a right-of-way, the railroad has a legal
responsibility to report it to the fire protection agency and to implement measures to suppress the
fire.

The likelihood of a railroad-related wildfire incident would be low and, given existing rail traffic in
the study area, potential impacts would be similar to impacts that could occur under existing
conditions or baseline conditions. Therefore, potential impacts from rail-related fires are not
assessed in the EIS.

Comment RS-6

We note that the potential consequences of catastrophic accidents heighten when the mix of train
traffic includes growth trends for oil and passengers trains. The EPA recommends that the Final EIS
include additional information on MM RT-2 “Coordinate with BNSF and UP about Operations on
Main Line Routes” and provide more information for the public about what strategies would
effectively mitigate predicted rail accident increases. (3306)

Response to RS-6

Potential mitigation measure MM RT-2 in the Draft EIS was intended to address potential impacts on
rail capacity, not rail accidents. Rail capacity improvements could also address rail safety. As noted
in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, BNSF and UP could address rail safety in Cowlitz
County and Washington State using capital improvements or operational changes. Although these
strategies could mitigate train accidents resulting from the Proposed Action, it is unknown when
these actions would be taken or permitted. The Applicant has no legal authority or jurisdiction to
make railroad improvements or set operational standards for trains that are the responsibility of
BNSF and UP. For more information about the development, implementation, and enforcement of
mitigation measures, refer to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework.

Comment RS-7

Among the more startling admissions of the DEIS is that the project will proximately cause a
substantial increase in the number of rail accidents—a 22% increase statewide. What is not
disclosed is any meaningful analysis of the potential safety, human health and environmental risks
of such accidents. Just this month, a unit train carrying Bakken crude oil derailed in the Columbia
River Gorge near Mosier, Oregon, creating a massive fire and public health emergency, closing an
interstate highway, and leaking oil into the Columbia River. Initial reports blamed the incident on
track failure. What is undisclosed in the DEIS is how frequent operations of coal unit trains—among
the longest and heaviest trains on the rail system— contribute to higher-than-normal degradation of
rail infrastructure, increasing the risk of accidents. Given the desire to substantially increase the
amount of crude oil on the regional rail system, the DEIS needs to look closely at the extent to which
the project will contribute not just to accidents generally but to crude oil accidents specifically. Any
increase in the risk of a crude oil accident is totally unacceptable. (3277)
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Response to RS-7

The Draft EIS analyzed the potential impacts of the construction and operation of the Proposed
Action. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, identified predicted rail accident probability
increase under the Proposed Action. An accident for the purpose of the analysis includes a number
of incident types and is not limited to derailments. FRA general regulations require track inspections
using a schedule dependent on the track class. For example, Class 1, 2, and, 3 tracks are required to
be inspected weekly to ensure they are in compliance with federally regulated safety standards.
Thus, if Proposed Action-related rail traffic resulted in increased wear of track, it would be
addressed through regular inspections, maintenance, and repairs.

Comment RS-8

The first three events I've cited the two-year anniversary of the Williams Pipeline LNG Plant
Explosion; the three-year anniversary of the destruction of the downtown of Lac-Mégantic, Quebec,
and 47 of its residents; and the ten-day anniversary of the Mosier Union Pacific derailment and fire-
were the result of human error and corporate mismanagement.

The three-hundred-sixteenth anniversary of the Cascadia earthquake memorializes a natural fault
that is completely beyond the control of humanity. All we can do about the certainty of the next
rupture of the Cascadia subduction zone is work diligently for mitigation And adaptation-and do
nothing to increase our risks. Can we guarantee that no more human Error will occur in our
management of dangerous fossil fuels and inadequately maintained-

Even obsolete-infrastructure? Of course not. Can we guarantee that the Cascadia earthquake Will
occur only when it is convenient? The question is so absurd as to be outrageous: we are Nowhere
close to prepared for an event that could occur completely without warning at any moment. What
are the odds that more mismanagement by Williams, or BNSF, or Union Pacific, could derail a coal
train? Relatively slim, perhaps, but they are nowhere close to zero. Imagine that the Cascadia
earthquake does hit at a time when a coal train is passing by the Williams facility, with its antique
LNG tanks and gas pipeline infrastructure-and a Bakken crude train is right on its heels. What are
the odds that the derailment of a coal train could occur at a time and place that allow it to burn?
Very slim, to be sure-but they are not zero. (3410)

Response to RS-8

Potential impacts on rail safety from Proposed Action-related trains during construction and
operation were identified in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety. As described in detail in the
Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS, an EIS is not required to document all of the
possible effects and considerations of a decision (WAC 197-11-448), but should focus on elements of
the environment that may be significantly affected by a proposal and alternatives.

Comment RS-9

The EIS estimates 2.59 extra train accidents per year between Pasco and Vancouver on the
Washington side of the border due to the proposed MBTL coal export terminal. DEIS at 5.2-8.
Accident occurrence in the DEIS was not adjusted based upon increased coal dust emissions caused
by the proposed project. DEIS at 5.2-4. However, “BNSF has determined that coal dust poses a
serious threat to the stability of the track structure and the operational integrity of” its railroad

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

5.5 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 5. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Operations

network. Coal dust emitted from train cars gets into the rock ballast that supports the railroad ties,
making the track unstable and more susceptible to damage.

In fact, BNSF has attributed derailments to ballast contaminated with coal dust. While the DEIS
acknowledges that coal dust causes additional safety issues, it does not take this into account and
simply calculates the additional number of accidents based upon the extra trains that would run on
the tracks. DEIS at 5.7-15, DEIS at 5.2-4. The extra derailments due to damage to railroad ballast
caused by fugitive coal dust emissions must be considered in the calculation of rail accidents caused
by the proposed project. Additionally, as heavier trains result in more damage to tracks, the weight
of coal trains must be considered in the rail accident calculations. (2508)

Response to RS-9

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, discussed the potential safety impacts of coal dust,
including ballast fouling. Section 5.7 estimated coal dust deposition that would occur along the rail
line routes that would be used by Proposed Action-related trains on the BNSF main line in Cowlitz
County and Washington State outside of Cowlitz County. There are no federal or state rail safety
guidelines regarding acceptable levels of coal dust deposition along a rail line. FRA general
regulations require track inspections to ensure they are in compliance with federally regulated
safety standards. These regulations require inspections, maintenance, and repairs.

Draft EIS Section 5.7 acknowledged that coal dust deposition in railroad ballast may negatively
affect the stability of the ballast. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, evaluated potential
impacts on rail safety based on FRA accident data, which includes existing coal trains. As described
in the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS, an EIS focuses on elements of the
environment that may be significantly affected by a proposal and alternatives.

Comment RS-10

The DEIS also does not consider the adverse environmental effects of increased train accidents
spilling other commodities besides coal. BNSF acknowledges that coal dust gets into the rail ballast
and damages the track infrastructure and that this damage has eventually resulted in derailments.
BNSF and Union Pacific carry various hazardous materials over their rail networks, including
Bakken crude oil. Of course, the elephant in the room is the June 3, 2016 derailment of a Union
Pacific Bakken crude oil train in Mosier Oregon in the Columbia River Gorge. The weight of crude oil
trains makes them more susceptible to derailment than are other trains when rail infrastructure is
previously damaged. Coal dust damages rail infrastructure. The increased coal dust emissions as a
result of the proposed action would result in more incidents involving trains carrying Bakken crude
oil. When Bakken crude oil trains derail they inevitably break open, leak, and explode. That is exactly
what happened in Mosier. All of the potential significant adverse effects that would occur from an oil
train crashing in the Gorge due to fouled railroad ballast from coal dust emissions due to the MBTL
coal terminal must be taken into account in the EIS. The increased chances of a Bakken crude oil spill
and explosion due to the fouling of the railroad ballast by fugitive coal dust emissions must be
disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated in the EIS. The effects on human lives as well as the effects on the
scenic, cultural, recreational, and natural12 resources of the Gorge NSA must be included. (2508)

Response to RS-10

Refer to Response to RS-7 and Response to RS-9.
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Comment RS-11

Additionally, coal dust has been shown to have a negative impact on rail infrastructure in that the
dust is corrosive and weakens rail lines. Spokane is the site of accelerated volatile crude oil-by-rail
traffic, and weakened rails increase the odds of a catastrophic rail accident and consequent oil spill
and or fire in our community or in our river. (3280)

Response to RS-11

Refer to Response to RS-7 and Response to RS-9.

Comment RS-12

Also missing from the Rail Safety section was any mention or analysis of increased need for
emergency response in the event of a derailment, accident or spill along the rail transportation
routes. DNR's Wildfire Program serves a statewide Emergency Support Function (ESF 4) for not only
wildfires, but all-hazards emergency response with incident command and response resources if
needed. The potential increase in emergency response (in which DNR and other emergency
response agencies may have significant roles) along the rail transportation routes should be
acknowledged, and potential mitigation should be addressed in the FEIS. (2691)

Response to RS-12

Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, described the potential impacts related to
hazardous materials that would result from the Proposed Action. This section identified the
potential for Proposed Action-related trains to release hazardous materials during routine rail
operations or a collision or derailment. As noted in that section, if a release of hazardous materials
in the project area were to result from a collision or derailment, emergency response and cleanup
measures would be implemented as required by federal and state laws, including Washington State
regulations under RCW 90.56. The federal and state spill response regulations apply throughout
Washington State.

As noted in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, BNSF and UP could address safety issues in
Cowlitz County and Washington State as they emerge using capital improvements or operational
changes. Although these strategies could improve rail safety along the routes for Proposed Action-
related trains, it is unknown when these actions would be taken or permitted. The Applicant has no
legal authority or jurisdiction to make railroad improvements or set operational standards for trains
that are the responsibility of BNSF and UP. More information about the development,
implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures is in the Master Response for Mitigation
Framework.

Comment RS-13

The DEIS model predicts that by itself the Millennium project will increase train accidents in Cowlitz
County by.46 per year for loaded coal trains and.5 per year for empty trains-about one accident
every two years for loaded and unloaded trains in Cowlitz County. This number of accidents would
be increased without promised improvements by the Longview Switching Company for the BSNF
Spur and Reynolds Lead. Outside these railroad lines, the DEIS states that the Millennium project

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

5.7 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 5. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Operations

alone would increase the number of accidents on train lines within Washington State by 5.16 per
year of loaded car trains and 6.23 per year of empty trains.

However, the cumulative effects of adding the Millennium project to expected baseline rail traffic
will be an increase of 11.38 accidents per year in Washington State. The DEIS acknowledges that this
is a high level of increase in accidents and these are significant adverse effects, but proposes no
mitigation by Millennium. Millennium should be required to provide mitigation for the amount of
increased accidents that can be attributed to its share of rail traffic, based on actual data, not
modeling. (3465)

Response to RS-13

As noted in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, BNSF and UP could address safety issues in
Cowlitz County and Washington State using capital improvements or operational changes. Although
these strategies could improve rail safety along the routes for Proposed Action-related trains, it is
unknown when these actions would be taken or permitted. The Applicant has no legal authority or
jurisdiction to make railroad improvements or set operational standards for trains that are the
responsibility of BNSF and UP. For additional information about the development, implementation,
and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework.

Comment RS-14

It is not clear from the DEIS how much this increase in accidents can be reduced by upgrading rail
tracks and facilities or if other measures will be necessary. The DEIS states that the capacity of
segments of the BSNF mainline will be exceeded by 1 to 34 trains per day. The DEIS suggests that
the railroad companies will upgrade their tracks and facilities in response to new freight demands,
and reminds us that the state of Washington has no direct control over these commercial decisions.
However, the rail industry has a recent record of waiting until AFTER rail congestion problems to
upgrade lines-even at the Powder River Basin itself (UP, BSNF 2006). The oil train derailment near
Mosier on June 3, 2016, after recent routine inspections and minor repairs to the track, is evidence
that business as usual will not be sufficient to have safe operations of fossil-fuel-bearing trains. The
final EIS should not be issued unless the railroads produce publicly available plans and committed
funds for upgrades in anticipation of increases in freight train traffic. (3465)

Response to RS-14

The Final EIS will be used by agency decision-makers and the public to understand potential
environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action, the proposed mitigation measures to
reduce those impacts, and whether the Proposed Action would result in significant unavoidable
adverse impacts. For more information about the development, implementation, and enforcement of
mitigation measures, refer to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework. Refer to the Master
Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how the Final EIS will be used by
Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for decision-making regarding permits for the Proposed
Action.

Comment RS-15

The EIS does not include train accidents. (1388)
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Response to RS-15

Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, of the Draft EIS assessed the impacts on rail safety—including
train accidents—that could result from the construction and operation of the Proposed Action.

Comment RS-16

How many coal train derailments can be expected along the rail corridor per year of operation of the
proposed export terminal? (1763)

Response to RS-16

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, identified the predicted number of accidents per year as
a result of construction and operation of the Proposed Action. As described in Section 5.2, the
predicted increase in rail accidents attributable to the Proposed Action within Washington State is
predicted to be approximately 11.38 per year (a 22% increase over the baseline). As noted in the
Draft EIS, not every accident of a loaded Proposed Action-related train would result in a coal spill.
For the purposes of the analysis, an “accident” was defined as involving one or more railroads that
have sustained combined track, equipment, and/or structural damage in excess of the 2015 FRA
reporting threshold of $10,500. Therefore, the increase in accidents that could result from the
Proposed Action would include a variety of incident types and severity and would not be limited to
derailment or spills. Based on available data, it is not possible to specifically predict the number of
coal train derailments that may occur or their location.

Comment RS-17

How many coal train derailments would be anticipated to occur across the states of Washington and
Oregon over the lifetime of the project?

Where are the likely sites of these derailments, and are any of these potentially dangerous or
inadequately designed rail lines in major population densities? (1763)

Response to RS-17

Refer to Response to RS-16.

Comment RS-18

The proposed coal terminal will dramatically increase train traffic in the Columbia River Gorge,
negatively affecting automobile traffic at crossings, including emergency vehicle response time. The
potential for train accidents will be increased. (1929)

Response to RS-18

Increased rail traffic that would occur as a result of construction and operation of the Proposed
Action was described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation. As indicated in that
analysis, the Proposed Action would add 8 trains per day on the BNSF main line between Pasco and
Vancouver, Washington (including the Columbia River Gorge). The projected rail traffic on this
segment is 56 trains per day in 2028. Potential impacts on vehicle delay, including delay to
emergency vehicles, was described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, at
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study crossings in the Columbia River Gorge. Proposed Action-related trains are projected to
increase the number of trains per day in the Columbia River Gorge by 14% in 2028. A Proposed
Action-related train traveling at 50 miles per hour would take approximately 2.25 minutes to pass
each crossing in the Columbia River Gorge. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, described the
potential increases in train accident frequencies that could occur on the BNSF main line in the
Columbia River Gorge. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, evaluated the
potential impacts of the Proposed Action on vehicle traffic and safety. Vehicle safety at the study
crossings in the Columbia River Gorge was analyzed using the FRA GradeDec.Net model to estimate
future accident frequency and the corresponding predicted interval between accidents with and
without the addition of Proposed Action-related rail traffic. Section 5.3 concluded that Proposed
Action-related trains would have not have a vehicle safety impact at any of the statewide study
crossings.

Comment RS-19

Excessive flange loading is the key to derailments. The Draft EIS does not assess this safety factor
and states that the proposed coal train is like any train that is now used on BNSF track. What is
missing is an analysis of the repeated loading of many mile-long coal trains fatiguing the rail system.
(2238)

Response to RS-19

Refer Response to RS-9.

Comment RS-20

The final EIS must address the Wildland fires that will be a result of increased Coal train traffic. The
Cumulative effects must be addressed and mitigated in the final EIS. (2352)

Response to RS-20

Refer to Response to RS-5.

Comment RS-21

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) fails to address this highly likely, significant and
serious impact of the Millennium Bulk Terminals proposal - coal trains create safety hazards for all
trains travelling on those same tracks. In a 2011 lawsuit about the cause of train derailments1, BNSF
testified that the train derailments were caused by coal dust from coal trains. BNSF testified that its
own studies proved that coal dust from coal trains, “destabilizes rail bed ballast”, “interferes with
track stability”, and “when combined with water from extraordinary amounts of precipitation
weakens the rail bed and causes track failure”. When Millennium Bulk Terminals was first proposed,
highly explosive Bakken crude oil was not transported by train through Washington State but at the
present time more than 19 trains per week carry crude oil through Washington State. Millennium'’s
16 (8 full/8 empty) daily coal trains would use the exact same track as the crude oil and chemical
trains heading to Washington State’s existing refineries and industrial facilities. Millennium’s coal
trains would increase the risks of railroad track failure for all trains traveling the same tracks.
Millennium’s coal trains would increase the risks of a catastrophic crude oil or chemical train

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

5710 April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 5. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Operations

derailment/spill/explosion. The DEIS does not assess nor address the risks coal trains pose to the
safe transport of trains carrying highly explosive crude oil or other hazardous chemicals. (2550)

Response to RS-21

Refer to Response to RS-9.

Comment RS-22

The entire 3,723 page document is very challenging to find specific information to make a specific
comment. An example does the DEIS adequately address rail issues in Washington forest lands to
prevent, eliminate, or contain, a fire started from a passing coal train. The proposal has 730,000 rail
cars trips a year going loaded from the mines to the Terminal and returning empty to the mines.
Each rail car has 8 wheels resulting in 5.84 million wheels that can generate a spark to ignite a major
forest fire in remote regions. Where to look for this answer is not an easy matter and results in a
question unanswered. Better search capabilities and a Master Volume I, Volume II, Volume III and
Volume [V is needed. Page 12 (Fact Sheet 8) (2572)

Response to RS-22

Refer to Response to RS-5.

Comment RS-23

After an extensive study, the company (BNSF) determined a dust buildup can prevent water from
draining from track beds, which in turn can push steel rails out of gauge and cause derailments.
BNSF has spent millions in track repair near the Powder River Basin. However, coal dust escapes the
coal cars as they would traverse the route to Longview. The danger of derailments increases with
more coal being transported. The DEIS needs to address coal dust in the rail beds and ultimately
reject the Millennium proposal. (2579)

Response to RS-23

Refer to Response to RS-9.

Comment RS-24

The Scope of Environmental Assessments should be comprehensive and analyze all potential human
and natural environmental effects caused or generated by the construction of coal export terminals:

Documentation of the history of rail accidents, fires caused by rail car brake or wheel bearing
failures, and derailments along the projected coal train transportation routes. (2980)

Response to RS-24

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, assessed the impacts of the Proposed Action on rail
safety along the expected routes of Proposed Action-related trains in Washington State.

Refer to Response to RS-5.
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Comment RS-25

The Scope of Environmental Assessments should be comprehensive and analyze all potential human
and natural environmental effects caused or generated by the construction of coal export terminals:

Traffic and Safety- The documentation of coal train rail and barge traffic potential for accidents,
spills, derailments, fire, local community impacts at both marked, signaled, non-signaled, urban and
rural crossings, and bridges crossing streams and rivers. (2980)

Response to RS-25

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, discussed impacts on rail safety. Draft EIS Chapter 5,
Section 5.4, Vessel Transportation, described impacts on vessel transportation. The potential impacts
on vehicle safety, including crossing safety and emergency vehicle response delay, was described in
Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation. Potential impacts related to a coal spill
during rail transport were assessed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality, 4.7, Fish, and
4.8, Wildlife.

As noted in the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS, an EIS is not required to
document all of the possible effects and considerations of a decision (WAC 197-11-448), but should
focus on elements of the environment that may be significantly affected by a proposal and
alternatives. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources
addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

Comment RS-26

It needs to have mathematical models for derailments especially near city centers and waterways. It
needs infrastructure science where heat and freezing are most likely to occur in the rails, where
wind may affect dust and particulates, and also in the design section under infrastructure where
slopes and curves most likely require reduced speeds.

In other words, [ want the EIS to address the transport from the state line all the way through
Washington to Longview from a safety point of view. That's what infrastructure new section is
about, and I spoke to have the number of trestles and bridges examined for weakness, and I spoke to
having the riverways, lakes, aquifers, and aquifer sources as part of this mapping of the
infrastructure section. (TRANS-SPOKANE-Q4-00006)

Response to RS-26

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, assessed potential impacts on rail safety. The analysis
described the methods used to calculate the predicted number of accidents per year. Potential coal
dust emissions were described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.7, Coal Dust, and potential impacts
to waterbodies and aquifers were assessed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.2, Surface Water and
Floodplains, 4.4, Groundwater, and 4.5, Water Quality.

As noted in the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS, an EIS is not required to
document all of the possible effects and considerations of a decision (WAC 197-11-448), but should
focus on elements of the environment that may be significantly affected by a proposal and
alternatives. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources
addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus.
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Comment RS-27

[ think there needs to be mathematical models so we really do have a scientific understanding of the
total number of adverse impacts we could be facing because they're going to increase with the
increase in traffic that we know the system is not designed to take. (TRANS-SPOKANE-Q4-00006)

Response to RS-27

Quantitative models were used to prepare the Draft and Final EIS impact analyses, including for the
rail transportation, vehicle transportation, vessel transportation, noise and vibration, air quality,
coal dust, and greenhouse gas emissions analyses. Information sources and methods are provided in
the Draft and Final EISs for each resource area, and information was extracted from technical
reports located in Volume III of the Draft and Final EISs and incorporated by reference. The
technical reports include more detailed discussions on the determination of study areas, methods
used for analysis, and potential impacts.

Comment RS-28

The DEIS predicts 19 train accidents per year, but will not address who will pay for the cleanup. It
does not talk about who will restore the environment. It does not address the environmental
degradation that will unfortunately last for decades. (TRANS-PASCO-M1-00039)

Response to RS-28

The 19 predicted accidents of loaded coal trains in Washington State is related to loaded coal trains
for the cumulative analysis in 2038, which includes all cumulative projects and is not limited to
Proposed Action-related trains. As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, the
predicted increase in rail accidents attributable to the Proposed Action within Washington State is
predicted to be approximately 11.38 per year (a 22% increase over the baseline). As noted in the
Draft EIS, not every accident of a loaded Proposed Action-related train would result in a coal spill.
For the purposes of the analysis, an “accident” was defined as involving one or more railroads that
have sustained combined track, equipment, and/or structural damage in excess of the 2015 FRA
reporting threshold of $10,500. Therefore, the increase in accidents that could result from the
Proposed Action would include a variety of incident types and severity and would not be limited to
derailment or spills.

As discussed in Draft EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.6, Hazardous Materials, if a release of hazardous
materials was to occur, the rail operator would implement emergency response and cleanup actions
as required by Occupational Safety and Health Administration rules (29 CFR 1910.120); the
Washington State Oil and Hazardous Substance Spill Prevention and Response regulations (90.56
RCW) and/or the Model Toxic Control Act Cleanup Regulations (WAC 173-340). In addition, FRA
accident reporting requirements (49 CFR 225) that apply to railroad operators include measures to
avoid or minimize the potential for a spill of fuel or other potentially hazardous materials from
affecting groundwater quality, through quick response, containment and cleanup. Impacts from coal
spills on the natural environment were addressed in Draft EIS Chapter 4, Sections 4.5, Water Quality,
4.6, Vegetation, 4.7, Fish, and 4.8, Wildlife.
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Comment RS-29

The DEIS produces 19 train accidents per year, yet does not address who will pay for the cleanup. It
does not talk about who will restore the environment. It does not talk about the environmental
degradation which unfortunately will last for decades. (TRANS-LV-M2-00084)

Response to RS-29

Refer to Response to RS-28.

Comment RS-30

How many rail crossing accidents, injuries, and deaths will be attributed to this increased rail traffic?
(TRANS-LV-M1-00001)

Response to RS-30

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, evaluated the potential impacts of the
Proposed Action on vehicle traffic and safety. Vehicle safety at the Cowlitz County study crossings
and statewide crossings was analyzed using the FRA GradeDec.Net model to estimate future
accident frequency and the corresponding predicted interval between accidents with and without
the addition of Proposed Action-related rail traffic. This model accounts for accident history and
frequency of trains at existing at-grade crossings, traffic volumes, existing safety devices, and other
factors to determine the potential impacts from an increase in rail traffic. The analysis did not
predict the likelihood of injury or death resulting from accidents involving Proposed Action-related
trains.

Comment RS-31

The question of whether a train derailment can adversely affect automobile traffic where a road and
the railroad tracks are relatively close together, needs to be addressed both from the accident itself
and from recovery efforts. (3487)

Response to RS-31

Refer to Response to RS-16. It is not possible to estimate the likelihood that such an event would
occur at a place and time where it could affect a nearby roadway. Refer to the Master Response for
Purpose and Focus of the EIS.

Comment RS-32

The review of rail transport safety is inadequate. A train derailment or accident anywhere along the
line from the source to the terminal is likely to impact streams and rivers, with downstream impacts
being cumulative over time and extremely adverse. The draft EIS is inadequate at truly evaluating
the impact across many watersheds in many states. (3396)
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Response to RS-32

Draft EIS Chapter 4, Section 4.5, Water Quality, assessed potential impacts from coal spills on water
quality. Cumulative impacts resulting from the addition of impacts from the Proposed Action to
impacts from other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, was analyzed in Draft
EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS
explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment RS-33

Acknowledging that there are numerous possible causes for derailments, we ought to note that coal
trains and oil trains are using the same tracks. If the accumulation of coal dust really is a problem
leading to railbed instability, then we ought to weigh the possible consequences of exploding tank
cars, in addition to all the other health risks of coal dust. (3229)

Response to RS-33

Refer to Response to RS-7 and Response to RS-9.

Comment RS-34

The DEIS predicts 19 coal train accidents per year, which is likely an underestimate. Rail and
shipping accidents happen (look at Mosier right now) and overloading the system with coal will
make them even more likely. (1912)

Response to RS-34

The 19 predicted accidents of loaded coal trains in Washington State is related to loaded coal trains
for the cumulative analysis in 2038, which includes all cumulative projects and is not limited to
Proposed Action-related trains. As described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2.5.1, Proposed Action,
the predicted increase in rail accidents attributable to the Proposed Action within Washington State
(loaded and empty trains) is predicted to be approximately 11.38 per year (a 22% increase over
baseline conditions). For the purposes of the analysis, an “accident” was defined as involving one or
more railroads that have sustained combined track, equipment, and/or structural damage in excess
of the 2015 FRA reporting threshold of $10,500. Refer to Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety,
for a description of the methods used to evaluate accident frequency.

Comment RS-35

DEIS Section and/or Page

ID Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
A Summary “The predicted accident This impact is due to more
Page S-30 frequency would increase over freight trains on the track, not
Rail Safety, Operations baseline conditions in 2028 by specific to coal trains; more
approximately 22% in Cowlitz importantly, perhaps, the
County and Washington State impact is projected and
with trains related to the expected to occur within a
Proposed Action.” period of years afterwards
under the No-Action
Alternative.
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DEIS Section and/or Page

ID Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
B Summary “Without improvements to rail The suggestion that coal trains
Page S-54, Section 5.2, Rail infrastructure to improve rail are causational is misleading,
Safety safety, the Proposed Action could  suggesting it has something to
result in an unavoidable and do with the coal being
significant adverse impact on rail ~ transported. If the statement
safety.” about more accidents is true
then it is about more trains, not
coal trains.
C 5.2 Rail Safety 5.2.3.1 Information sources. In There is an inconsistency in
Page 5.2-2 this section an accident is these two statements. Which
defined by things adding up to one is it?
$10,500. In the 1st Paragraph of
Section 5.2 it is stated “Rail
safety for this analysis refers to
train derailments and collisions
that could lead to a loss of cargo”.
D 5.2 Rail Safety “With track improvements to the  These statements are
Page 5.2-7, Increase the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur inconsistent. Correct the
Potential for Train Accidents,  (Track Class 2): The predicted language.
first bullet number of accidents is 0.25 per
year for loaded Proposed Action-
related trains, and 0.25 accident
per year for empty Proposed
Action-related trains. Therefore,
1.0 accident for each type of train
(loaded and empty) every 4 years
is predicted. Proposed Action-
related traffic would increase the
predicted accident frequency on
the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur
from 0.11 accidents per year to
0.61 accidents per year for all rail
traffic.”
E 5.2 Rail Safety “Adding the train accidents from Please clarify or explain why an

Page 5.2-9, Statewide
Impacts, second paragraph

the inbound and outbound trains
related to the Proposed Action to
the total accident baseline would
increase accidents from 50.43
accidents per year to 61.81
accidents per year. This means
that within Washington State, the
predicted increase in rail traffic
accidents related to the Proposed
Action is approximately 11.38
accidents per year (an increase of
approximately 22% over the
baseline).”

increase of 8 trains or 10% of
capacity would cause a 22%
increase in accidents.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

5.2-16

April 2017



Cowlitz County Chapter 5. Responses to Comments—
Washington State Department of Ecology Operations

DEIS Section and/or Page

ID Number Text Correction/Revision Comment
F 5.2 Rail Safety Delete the word “in”: “potential typo
Page 5.2-10, Section 5.2.8 train accidents along in the rail
Unavoidable and Significant routes in Cowlitz County”
Adverse Environmental
Impacts
(3070)

Response to RS-35

The following describes the changes made to the Final EIS Summary and Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail
Safety, in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of the above table for lettering
used to identify each comment.

e Comment C: The first paragraph in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, has been revised to
remove the reference to loss of cargo.

e Comment F: The typo in Chapter 5, Section 5.2.8, Unavoidable and Significant Adverse
Environmental Impacts, has been corrected.

Other comments did not require a revision for the Final EIS. The responses to these comments are
provided below.

e Comment A: The No-Action Alternative would require 2 trains along the Reynolds Lead and
BNSF Spur with an undefined destination beyond Longview Junction. The Proposed Action
would add 16 trains on main line routes between the Idaho/Washington State line and the
project area. As described in Draft EIS Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, the Proposed Action
would have impacts on rail transportation that would not occur under the No-Action
Alternative, namely 16 trains per day on main line routes between the Idaho/Washington State
border and the project area. Also refer to Response to RS-1.

e Comment B: As explained in the SEPA Rail Safety Technical Report, train accident rates are
distinguished only by freight versus passenger service, not by specific cargoes. The analysis
determined the potential impacts on rail safety resulting from the Proposed Action by assessing
the change in the predicted number of accidents under the Proposed Action as compared to the
baseline condition. The analysis did not consider the type of cargo.

e Comment C: The text is correct as written. Along the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur, Proposed
Action-related loaded trains would have a predicted accident frequency of 0.25 per year (or 1.0
accident every 4 years). Unloaded trains along these rail segments would separately have the
same predicted accident frequency. Therefore, in total, the accident prediction frequency for all
Proposed Action-related trains would be 0.5 per year, leading to an increase accident frequency
from the baseline of 0.11 up to 0.61 accident per year.

e Comment D: The text in question is providing the anticipated increase in accident frequency
when adding “inbound and outbound trains,” which would consist of 16 trains per day.

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview
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Comment RS-36

The DEIS has many flaws. For example, the DEIS under-inclusively examined rail impacts stemming
from transporting coal from the Washington border to Longview. The coal would originate in the
Powder River Basin in Montana or Wyoming or in the Uinta Basin in Utah. DEIS at 5.1-7.
Transporting the coal to the Washington border was not examined. Eliminating a large part of the
trip does not provide the full disclosure required by SEPA. WAC 197-11-060(4)(b). (2508)

Response to RS-36

In accordance with SEPA Rules, the SEPA co-lead agencies defined the geographic study areas for
the Draft EIS analyses to encompass the areas where the Proposed Action could result in significant
adverse environmental impacts. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS
explains the rationale for the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment RS-37

Risk of derailment and spills: The DEIS predicts more than 11 rail-related accidents every year
across the state of Washington, and 19 coal train accidents annually when other projects are
considered. These numbers do not consider the potential number of accidents that could occur in
Idaho or Montana. Unlike Washington State, Idaho is uniquely reliant on BNSF and the other
railways to conduct adequate inspections of their railroad tracks. Idaho has none of its own track
inspectors. The only independent track inspector, employed by the Federal Railroad Administration,
covers all of Idaho, Eastern Washington and Montana. (3492)

Response to RS-37

Refer to Response to RS-36.

Comment RS-38

Finally, an increase in the number of trains could increase the number of wildfires in Montana. The
dry, windy conditions found in southeastern and central Montana can favor fire risk and its spread.
Worn brakes, sparks from brake shoes or wheels, arcing from traction motors, failed wheel bearings,
dripping oil, sparks smoldering on old creosoted cross-ties, and thrown rods from locomotives all
have the potential to start fires. Because of reduced employee numbers on trains, a train-caused fire
might not be detected until it is burning more intensely. The potential for more wildfires that are the
result of increased train traffic is a connected and cumulative impact of the proposed MBTL project
and must be recognized and thoroughly examined in the environmental analysis and considered by
the decision makers. (2504)

Response to RS-38

Refer to Response to RS-5 and Response to RS-36.

Comment RS-39

Analysis of future train accidents is incomplete because it does not calculate the number of accidents
that would be caused by increased rail traffic by Millennium on tracks outside Washington State.
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The Final EIS for Washington should not be issued until a plan can be finalized with other states for
the share of mitigation that Millennium should pay for accidents in their jurisdictions. (3465)

Response to RS-39

Refer to Response to RS-36.

Comment RS-40

The DEIS also ignores any possibility of train incidents occurring in the Gorge in Oregon due to the
increased train traffic that the proposed action would bring. Union Pacific, which operates the tracks
on the South side of the Columbia River, has an even worse safety record than BNSF. Impacts in
Oregon cannot be lawfully ignored. WAC 197-11-060(4)(b). The increased incidence of accidents in
Oregon that would result from building the coal terminal in Longview must also be disclosed and
mitigated in the EIS. (2508)

Response to RS-40

Refer to Response to RS-36.
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5.3 Vehicle Transportation

This section presents responses to substantive comments related to vehicle transportation.

Comment VEH-1

This section needs to be expanded to document that adverse conditions will also develop in Spokane
County as we have at least 25 at grade crossings which will experience the same volume of trains
moving through Spokane as will move through Cowlitz County on tracks that section S.7.4 on page S
41 has identified as not having capacity to handle the increased rail traffic and will experience
unavoidable and significant adverse impacts. (0478)

Response to VEH-1

The vehicle transportation study area included all active public and private at-grade crossings on
the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur, and all at-grade public crossings on the BNSF main line in Cowlitz
County. A review of at-grade crossings of interest along the BNSF main line in Washington State
identified by the Washington State Department of Transportation during the scoping process was
also conducted. A quantitative review of vehicle transportation at these crossings was included in
Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation. Section 5.3 provided the estimated daily
gate downtime from Proposed Action-related trains at the at-grade crossing of interest along the
BNSF main line in Washington State. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS
explains the study areas analyzed in the EIS. For potential impacts on rail capacity, refer to Final EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation.

Comment VEH-2

A detailed, quantitative, analysis was conducted in the Cowlitz County area, but only a qualitative,
cursory analysis was conducted for Spokane County. Even though train volume is going to go from
the current 70 trains a day to a projected 200 trains per day in 2038 (see below) in the Spokane
Corridor. This near tripling of train volume will create significant additional vehicle delay at these at
grade crossings without accounting for increases in vehicle congestion that is going to occur on
these roads during the next 20 years. In Spokane County, on just the BNSF rail line to Pasco, there
are 25 “at Grade” crossings. The average daily traffic count for these roads is currently more than
51,000 cars per day. A significant portion of this traffic volume will be subjected to increased
congestion for so many minutes per day as the additional train volume traverses the county. Over
the course of a year, this will cost Spokane County drivers millions of dollars in increased congestion
costs. The increase in traffic congestion created by the additional trains being added to the existing
rail network needs to be identified and properly mitigated. Transportation projects under
construction in just Spokane County are spending billions of dollars to add capacity to the
transportation road grid and these coal trains are going to increase traffic congestion on dozens of
arterials that cross rail lines at the “at Grade” crossings. The DEIS needs to do a quantitative analysis
of these traffic impacts for the Spokane area. (0478)

Response to VEH-2

Refer to Response to VEH-1.
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The potential mitigation measure presented in the Draft EIS was developed within the limits of the
SEPA regulatory framework described in the Master Response for Mitigation Framework. As noted
in the master response, an applicant must be reasonably able to implement required mitigation and
cannot be required to act beyond its legal authority or jurisdiction. For more information about the
development, implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master
Response for Mitigation Framework.

Comment VEH-3

Transportation/traffic - In the EIS summary it’s stated that if the “mitigating actions - 432 project” is
not implemented rail traffic to the Millennium Project would have a detrimental effect on traffic flow
in the community. It's my concern that the statement should say “a serious detrimental effect on the
health, safety and traffic flow in the community. [ believe it would be totally irresponsible to allow
the coal export facility to operate until all the mitigating transportation actions are in place and
usable. This should be a requirement of any approval. (1134)

Response to VEH-3

Refer to the Master Response for Mitigation Framework.

Comment VEH-4

[ am especially concerned with traffic delays which will occur at "at grade crossings.” (1934)

Response to VEH-4

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, included an assessment of the potential
impacts of the Proposed Action in the study area on vehicle delay.

Comment VEH-5

Every Railroad Crossing would need an overpass to ensure public safety and that is not even
proposed. The final EIS must address the fact that ambulances cannot jump over coal trains and find
a way to mitigate the losses. (2352)

Response to VEH-5

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, included an evaluation of the potential
impacts of the Proposed Action on vehicle delay in the study area, including possible delays to
emergency response vehicles.

Comment VEH-6

Traffic delays. The proposed coal trains will cause substantial traffic delays all along the rail route
from the mines to Longview. Just getting to work or picking up your kids from school could be a
nightmare. The DEIS does not adequately address this issue. (2435)
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Response to VEH-6

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, included an assessment of the potential
impacts of the Proposed Action on vehicle delay in the study area.

Comment VEH-7

Delays to emergency vehicles from the considerable increase in rail traffic by 16 trains/day needs
consideration in communities along the entire rail route. In Longview alone consider this: How
would 130 minutes per day of extra “down time” at rail crossings affect ambulance transport of a
patient suffering heart attack, stroke, or severe trauma? (2511)

Response to VEH-7

Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-8

These impacts would result in increased wait times at grade crossings, increased emergency vehicle
delays at rail crossings, increase in train accidents, and unacceptable level of service at multiple rail
crossings due to delays from cumulative projects. What do these impacts mean to real people in
everyday life? For example, commuters during rush hour, or picking a kid up from school? (2513)

Response to VEH-8

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, evaluated the potential impacts of the
Proposed Action on vehicle delay in the study area. The analysis included a calculation of vehicle
delay for average driver over a 24-hour period, and during the peak hour traffic per the methods
described in Section 5.3.

Comment VEH-9

They would also cause more traffic congestion and safety hazards, with ambulances and fire engines
being trapped at rail crossings behind mile-long trains separating them from emergencies. (2532)

Response to VEH-9

Refer to Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-10

Given the overall concern about vehicle transportation effects in low income and minority areas, and
challenges associated with mitigating these effects, we highlight that two of the study crossings with
the largest increase in vehicle delay compared to baseline 2028 conditions - Pine Road-SR27 and
Park Road in Spokane County (State DEIS, Table 5.3-39) - are located in a low-income area (As
Identified using the EPA’s tool E]Screen). We recommend that the State EIS include additional
information on whether vehicle delays at these two crossings and any other statewide at-grade
crossing would be disproportionate and adverse for low income and minority populations. The State
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could consider conducting Level of Service, vehicle queue, emergency services and community
access analysis for impacted intersections in low income and minority population areas. (3306)

Response to VEH-10

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, has been revised to identify a
potential disproportionately high and adverse impact on low-income and minority communities
from vehicle delay within the study area defined for the analysis. Other crossings outside of Cowlitz
County are outside the study area defined for the analysis of low-income and minority populations.
Refer to the Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS.

Comment VEH-11

Page 5.3-13 of the DEIS notes that vehicle queuing will extend to nearby intersections. However,
there is no analysis of these intersections, nor is there an analysis of the impacts to the streets that
cross at these intersections. Likewise, Page 5.3-32 analyzes the delay of vehicles at the railroad
grade crossings, but not at the nearby intersections. Several grade crossings are close together and
will be closed simultaneously. Four private crossings are immediately adjacent to SR 432 and with
essentially no queueing space between the railroad and the state highway, WSDOT believes that
train traffic over these crossings would back up traffic too, and impact, the state highways. WSDOT
requests the analysis includes all queuing information for the interim and full build out scenarios
and the associated LOS. (2734)

Response to VEH-11

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, has been revised to include the vehicle delay
analysis at upstream intersections in the State Route 432 corridor. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3,
Vehicle Transportation, presented estimated queue lengths at the upstream intersections. This
analysis has been updated in Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3.

Comment VEH-12

Additionally, railroads often “fleet” trains in single-track territory. In order to increase track
capacity, rail dispatch will run multiple closely spaced trains in one direction, then run multiple
closely spaced trains in the other. By doing so, multiple trains could run on the same section of track
at the same time, as they are going in the same direction. Part of the improvements proposed by the
Longview Switching Company is implementation of this type of dispatching. WSDOT is concerned
that trains could be stacked, not permitting vehicle queues to clear between trains.

The Longview Switching Company may make improvements, such as track upgrades, if and when
they determine these improvements are warranted. These improvements would result in an
increase of the speed limit in this area from 10 MPH to 25 MPH, and permit trains to be spaced
closer together. The higher speed limit would result in a shorter gate-downtime at the crossings.
WSDOT believes that it is unlikely that a loaded coal train will significantly accelerate in that short
distance only to slow down again. Please provide that analysis that trains can and will actually be
travelling at speeds up to 20 MPH at these crossings. If this will not be the case, please determine
how fast they will be travelling at these crossings and analyze the impact at these crossings and the
adjacent intersections. Likewise, if this proponent knows of specific timing for the upgrade, that
information should be added and the ramifications of that upgrade analyzed. (2734)
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Response to VEH-12

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, described that freight trains do not run on a
schedule; rather, railroad companies evaluate each situation and dispatch trains based on a number
of criteria, including available crew, number of cars, cost of fuel, and overall revenue. Because freight
trains do not operate on a schedule, the 24-hour average delay was analyzed to represent the delay
for the average driver. To analyze the highest potential vehicle delay impacts that could occur, an
analysis of vehicle delay during the PM (afternoon) peak traffic hour was also completed. This
analysis assumed one Proposed Action-related train would travel during the peak traffic hour with
current track infrastructure on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur, and two Proposed Action-related
trains with future planned track infrastructure. While “fleeting” of trains is possible, it is not
considered to be part of the probable operation of Proposed Action-related trains on the Reynolds
Lead and BNSF Spur.

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, and the SEPA Rail Transportation Technical
Report (ICF 2017) described the methods and assumptions used to evaluate potential impacts of the
Proposed Action on rail transportation. This section acknowledged train acceleration and
deceleration would take place at various points on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur. It also
provided the estimated speed for Proposed Action-related trains at the public crossings on the
Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur. Final EIS, Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail Transportation, has been
revised to clarify that acceleration and deceleration were used to estimate the time Proposed
Action-related trains would transit each at-grade crossing. The SEPA Rail Technical Report has been
revised to describe the model that was used to estimate train speeds at these points on the Reynolds
Lead and BNSF Spur.

The Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions addresses the commenter’s concern about
evaluating the impacts of improvements to the existing rail infrastructure.

Comment VEH-13

A discussion of delay to emergency vehicle response is on Page 5.3-36 of the DEIS. The total gate
downtime would increase 130 minutes per day at the public crossings. The DEIS should disclose that
the Oregon Way crossing is the only practical route between Rainier and other Oregon communities
and medical facilities in Longview. This may warrant a change in the indirect impacts study related
to Social and Community Cohesion and Public Services (Chapter 3.2 of the DEIS). Also, multiple
accesses to Weyerhaeuser mill could easily be blocked at the same time by the same train. Please
provide a response on how emergency service response time and access can be mitigated in the
interim and full build out scenarios. Pedestrian and bicycle safety at highway intersections impacted
by increased vehicle delay also needs to be analyzed, and mitigation discussed in the Final EIS.
(2734)

Response to VEH-13

Final EIS Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, has been revised to acknowledge that the Lewis and
Clark Bridge/State Route 433 is the only practical route for emergency service providers between
medical facilities in Kelso-Longview and Rainier and other Oregon communities. The study area for
vehicle transportation as described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation,
included active public and private at-grade crossings on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur, and all
at-grade public crossings on the BNSF main line in Cowlitz County. A review of at-grade crossings of
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interest identified by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) during the EIS
scoping process along the BNSF main line in Washington State was also considered. Emergency
service providers within the study area defined for the analysis were also identified in Section 5.3.
The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the study areas analyzed in the
EIS. Potential mitigation in the Draft EIS would address vehicle delay impacts at grade crossings for
all vehicles (including emergency response vehicles) on the Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur. Refer to
the Master Response for Mitigation Framework for information regarding how the potential
mitigation measures presented in the Final EIS were developed within the limits of the SEPA
regulatory framework.

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, has been revised to include a
description of potential impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists under the Proposed Action.

Comment VEH-14

The basis for the safety threshold described in Chapter 5.3.3.2 and elsewhere is unclear and requires
explanation. The Accident Prediction Model is a prioritization tool for allocation of funds between
safety projects. The Final EIS should be cautious in suggesting that a model threshold would define a
safe versus unsafe crossing. (2734)

Response to VEH-14

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, has been revised to define a vehicle safety
impact as a study crossing that would have an expected accident frequency above 0.075 accident per
year under the Proposed Action that would be at or below 0.075 accident per year under the No-
Action Alternative. As described in Section 5.3, the FRA GradeDec.Net model (Federal Railroad
Administration 2016) was used to analyze the study crossings to calculate the expected accident
frequency. This model accounts for accident history and frequency of trains at existing at-grade
crossings, volume of vehicle traffic, existing safety devices at the at-grade crossings, and other
factors to determine the potential impacts of an increase in rail traffic. The Railroad-Highway Grade
Crossing Handbook-Revised Second Edition (Federal Highway Administration 2007) indicates active
devices with automatic gates, or grade separation should be considered as options when certain
criteria are met. One criterion is if the expected accident frequency, as calculated by the U.S.
Department of Transportation Accident Prediction formula, exceeds 0.075 per year for active
devices with automatic gates, and 0.50 per year for grade separation. Final EIS Section 5.3 found that
none of the study crossings on the Reynolds Lead, BNSF Spur, and BNSF main line in Cowlitz County
would be above the benchmark used for the analysis (0.075 accident per year) with existing
crossing safety protection. Proposed Action-related trains would not have a vehicle safety impact at
the study crossings in Cowlitz County.

Comment VEH-15

Given our concerns identified, WSDOT believes that the impact of this proposal will be significantly
greater than identified in the DEIS, and the proposed mitigation measures are inadequate. WSDOT
respectfully requests additional mitigation based on the additional analysis needed, as identified
above. (2734)
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Response to VEH-15

Refer to Response to VEH-2.

Chapter 5. Responses to Comments—

Operations

The Draft EIS identified potential mitigation measures and concluded while improvements for rail
and road infrastructure have been proposed, it is unknown when these actions would be permitted
and implemented. Therefore, the Proposed Action at full operations in 2028 could result in an
unavoidable and significant adverse environmental impact on vehicle transportation.

Comment VEH-16

Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and
Potential Mitigation Measures

Two of the existing grade crossings are on SR 432. Additional
analysis of the impact to the Level of Service (LOS) to the
transportation network, as described below, should be
provided.

Southwest
Region Staff

Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and
Potential Mitigation Measures

Two public grade crossings are on major city streets near the
intersection with SR 432 and/or SR 433. California Way is
classified as a Minor Arterial and Oregon Way is a Principal
Arterial. Additionally, Oregon Way is the primary route
between Rainier and other Oregon communities and various
services in the Kelso/Longview area. WSDOT believes that
train traffic over these crossings would back traffic up to, and
impact the state highways. Additional analysis of the impact
to the Level of Service (LOS) to the transportation network, as
described below, should be provided.

Southwest
Region Staff

Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and
Potential Mitigation Measures

The four private grade crossings serve industries across the
tracks from SR 432. These crossings are immediately
adjacent to SR 432, and there is essentially no queueing space
between the railroad and the state highway. Trucks utilize
these crossings as they serve these industries. Additional
analysis of the impact to the Level of Service (LOS) to the
transportation network, as described below, should be
provided.

Southwest
Region Staff

Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and
Potential Mitigation Measures

According to the DEIS, two peak hour trains are predicted in
2028. Additionally, the following circumstances could bunch
up trains:

e Freight trains don't run on a schedule. They run
randomly. Even if they are spaced as they leave the
coal mine, trains are delayed for numerous reasons,
reducing the space between trains.

* Railroads often “fleet” trains in single-track territory.
In order to increase track capacity, they will run
multiple closely spaced trains in one direction, then
run multiple closely spaced trains in the other. By
doing so, multiple trains could run on the same
section of track at the same time, as they are going
in the same direction.

e Part of the improvements proposed by the LVSW is
CTC dispatching and track upgrades. This would
allow closer spacing of trains.

WSDOT is concerned that trains could be stacked, not
permitting vehicle queues at crossings/intersections to clear
between trains. Please provide additional analysis.

Southwest
Region Staff

10

Chapter 5: Operations: Existing
Conditions, Project Impacts, and
Potential Mitigation Measures

The proposed coal terminal at Cherry Point will not be
permitted by the United States Corp of Engineers. Will that
cause pressure to add more trains to the Millennium project?
If s0, the traffic impact analysis should be revised accordingly.

Southwest
Region Staff
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11

As noted above, LVSW may make improvements if and when
it determines these improvements are warranted. These
improvements would result in an increase of the speed limit
in this area from 10 MPH to 25 MPH, and permit trains to be
spaced closer together. The higher speed limit would result in
a shorter gate-down time at the crossings. Table 5.1-4 of the
DEIS lists estimated train passing time and speed at several
grade crossings, both with and without the proposed track
infrastructure improvements. This table shows trains
crossing Oregon Way and Industrial Way at 20 MPH.
However, even with the proposed rail improvements, these
speeds and times are optimistic. There are no plans to
increase the speed limit of the railroad bridge over the
Cowlitz River above the current 10 MPH. Likewise, the train
speeds would be limited at the Millennium site. A westbound
train would not be able to accelerate above the 10 MPH limit
Chapter 5: Operations: Existing | over the bridge until the end of the train has cleared the
Conditions, Project Impacts, and | bridge. These trains will be 125 cars long with 3 locomotive
Potential Mitigation Measures units. The total length is 6,844 feet per Table 5.1-2.
Therefore, the front of the train would be 1.3 miles past the
bridge before it could accelerate. Likewise, at the Millennium
end, the rear of the train would be 1.3 miles east of the speed
restriction as the front of the train enters the coal terminal.
The distance between the west end of the Cowlitz River
Bridge and the entrance to the coal terminal is six miles.
WSDOT believes that it is unlikely that a loaded coal train will
significantly accelerate in that short distance only to slow
down again. Please provide the analysis that trains can and
will actually be travelling at speeds up to 20 MPH at these
crossings. [f this will not be the case, please determine how
fast they will be travelling at these crossings and analyze the
impact at these crossings and the adjacent intersections. Are
there future improvements planned at the Cowlitz River
Bridge? If so, they need to be included in the analysis. Southwest

Region Staff
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Page 5.3-13 of the DEIS notes that vehicle queuing will extend
to nearby intersections. However, there is no analysis of
these intersections, nor is there an analysis of the impacts to
the streets that cross at these intersections. Likewise, Page
5.3-32 analyzes the delay of vehicles at the railroad grade
crossings, but not at the nearby intersections. The grade
crossings of SR 432 {3 Ave.) SRMP 7.19 and California Way
are very close to each other, and both crossings would be
Ghapters: Operations: Existing blocked simultangously. Ip additi!:m to impacting.these roads
. . at the grade crossings, train crossings would also impact the
Conditions, Project Impacts, and | . . 4 3 ¢
Potential Mitigation Measures mters'edctron of California Way an‘d Industrial Way (SR 432)
and 3™ Ave. (SR 432) and Industrial Way, as well as other
nearby intersections. Likewise, the grade crossings of Oregon
Way and SR 432 (Industrial Way) MP 5.90 are very close to
each other, and both crossings would be blocked by a train
simultaneously. This would severely impact the intersection
of Oregon Way and Industrial Way. Therefore, WSDOT
requests the analysis to include all queuing information for
the interim and full build out scenarios and the associated Southwest
12 LOS. Region Staff
A discussion of delay to emergency vehicle response is on
Page 5.3-36 of the DEIS. The total gate downtime would
increase 130 minutes per day at the public crossings. The
DEIS should disclose that the Oregon Way crossing is the only
practical route between Rainier and other Qregon
Chapter 5: Operations: Existing | communities and medical facilities in Longview. This may
Conditions, Project Impacts, and | warrant a change in the indirect impacts study related to
Potential Mitigation Measures Social and Community Cohesion and Public Services (Chapter
3.2 of the DEIS). Also, multiple accesses to the Weyerhaeuser
mill could easily be blocked at the same time by the same
train. Please provide a response on how emergency service
response time and access can be mitigated in the interim and Southwest
13 full build out scenarios. Region Staff
Chapter 5: Operations: Existing | Pedestrian and bicycle safety at highway intersections
Conditions, Project Impacts, and | impacted by increased vehicle delay needs to be analyzed, Southwest
14 | Potential Mitigation Measures and mitigation discussed in the DEIS. Region Staff
Given our concerns identified above, WSDOT believes that
ChapterS: Operations: Existing the irflpadf ?f tr]is development will be significa:jtlly g_reater
Conditions, Project Impacts, and than identified in the DEIS, and the propo?ed mitigation
Potential Mitigation Measures measures on Pages 5.3-41 and 5.3_-f12 are |_r1f'|deguate.
WSDOT respectfully requests additional mitigation based on Southwest
15 the additional analysis identified above. Region Staff
What is the basis for 0.04 (i.e., 1 crash every 25 years} to be
. . the safety threshold? The methodology or precedent used to
5:3.3.2 Balowd Crosslng estab[isr:‘::his should be clarified. Accif!!nt Ifredictjon Model
Performance Measures ; A ;
(5.3-11) (AMP) is a_pnorltlzatlon tool for aIIocat!on of funds between
safety projects. The EIS should be cautious in suggestion that
an AMP threshold would define a safe versus unsafe crossing.
16 Ahmer Nizam
5.3.5.1 Statewide Study
Crossings - Increase Predicted . . .
Accident Probability on BNSF Same’commenF as in Vehicle Transportation Chapter - please
Main Line Routes beyond Cowlitz explain the basis for the 0.04 threshold.
17 | County (5.3-40) Ahmer Nizam
(2734)
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Response to VEH-16

The following provides responses to the above comments.
e Comments 6, 7, 8. Refer to Response to VEH-11.

e Comment 9. Two peak hour trains during the peak with planned track infrastructure on the
Reynolds Lead and BNSF Spur were assumed for the vehicle transportation analysis. Refer to
Response to VEH-12.

e Comment 10. The applicant for the Gateway Pacific Marine Terminal in Whatcom County,
Washington had not withdrawn their development application at the time the Final EIS was
prepared. This project is considered in the evaluation of potential cumulative impacts in Final
EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts.

e Comment 11. Refer to Response to VEH-12. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Rail
Transportation, and the Master Response for Connected or Similar Actions, describes that the
Proposed Action does not require off-site rail line improvements to receive coal by rail, and
therefore potential improvements to existing rail infrastructure on main line routes are not
evaluated in the EIS. No improvements are planned for the Cowlitz River Bridge.

e Comment 12. Refer to Response to VEH-11.

e Comments 13, 14. Refer to Response to VEH-5 and Response to VEH-13.
e Comment 15. Refer to Response to VEH-2 and Response to VEH-15.

e Comments 16, 17. Refer to Response to VEH-14.

Comment VEH-17

Change the vehicle safety metric to crashes involving fatalities and serious injuries. This better
aligns with Washington State’s traffic safety goals. We further recommend that the project make
investments in the intersections identified as having risks of greater than 0.04 accidents per year
that are sufficient to support Washington State’s Target Zero goal. (2823)

Response to VEH-17

Refer to Response to VEH-2 and Response to VEH-14.

Comment VEH-18

The accident probability analysis consists almost entirely of using the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) GradeDec.NET web-based software to estimate the predicted annual accident
probability at each crossing in the study. The commission has no concerns with the use of this
software for initial analysis. It is a tool sponsored by the FRA that is used nationally by railroad
safety specialists, including commission staff, for a wide variety of applications. However, the
GradeDec.Net software is of limited analytical value on its own. Rather, this software was designed
as an investment planning tool. It was intended to be used by planning, policy, and investment
decision makers to evaluate the benefits and costs of various crossing upgrades, grade separations,
and crossing closures. It can be used for other purposes, as it is in the DEIS, but only in combination
with other site-specific information, and an on-site safety review by local road authorities (e.g., city
of Longview), the railroad, commission staff and other interested parties.
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While the analysis in the DEIS has produced some preliminary results, the commission does not
believe that the results of the analysis can be considered determinative in deciding whether
additional safety devices are necessary at the five public LVSW crossings. The GradeDec.Net model
captures limited data elements and produces only basic potential starting point results. For instance,
the model captures such things as accident history (five years), train and traffic volumes, level of
protection, and number of roadway lanes, but does not capture other site specific characteristics
such as approach grades, angle of crossing, train and vehicle speeds, and available sight distances.
The DEIS rationalizes the importance of these critical elements by stating that “the accident history
at these crossings would likely reflect these characteristics.” (Vehicle Transportation, Section 5.3.3.2,
Impact Analysis, page 5.3-13). Yet, this statement may or may not be correct: One may expect
accident histories at crossings to remain consistent, but the addition of increased rail traffic,
congestion at the crossings and continued growth in population could potentially alter the risk in a
way that is not consistent with past accidents. The commission urges on the county and Ecology to
reject conclusory statements that make assertions on safety without reference to any definitive
analysis or academic studies on the subject. (3311)

Response to VEH-18

Refer to Response to VEH-2 and Response to VEH-14.

Comment VEH-19

The analysis is further compromised by the use of an unattributed performance measure. In the
Vehicle Transportation section at 5.3.3 (Methods) page 5.3-14, the DEIS states, "Based on other
applications of the model, a vehicle safety impact was defined as a study crossing that would have a
predicted accident probability above 0.04 under the Proposed Action that would be at or below 0.04
under the No-Action scenario." Further, the SEPA Vehicle Transportation Technical Reportat 3.1.1.3,
page 3-21, states, "For this analysis, a predicted accident probability of 0.04 per year, or one every
25 years, was used as a performance measure for when grade-separation should be considered at
study crossings for safety reasons. This was based on a peer review of similar applications of the
FRA GradeDec.Net module."

The commission is unfamiliar with this measure and, since it is unattributed, is unable to attest to
the validity of its use as a performance measure in the DEIS. The U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Administration, determined one of the criteria for considering active devices with
automatic gates is an expected accident frequency as calculated by the USDOT Accident Prediction
formula, including a five-year accident history, exceeding 0.075 per year. To be considered for
grade-separation, the expected accident frequency would be 0.5 per year, or one predicted accident
every two years. (See Guidance on Traffic Control Devices at Highway-Rail Grade Crossings,
November, 2002, at pages 29 and 30, and Railroad-Highway Grade Crossing Handbook, August,
2007, at pages 149 and 151). To give these numbers context, in Washington there are 78 public
crossings (out of 2,800 total public crossings) that currently exceed the 0.04 threshold. There are 25
that exceed 0.075; and no crossing exceeds 0.5. The commission strongly supports crossing safety
and would not oppose consideration of grade separation but wants to ensure consistency in the
methodology and parameters of grade separation discussions to ensure efforts are focused on those
projects that are in greatest need. (3311)
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Response to VEH-19

Refer to Response to VEH-14.

Comment VEH-20

Using the previously mentioned performance measure of predicted accident probability, .04
accidents per year, the increased train traffic would result in an adverse vehicle safety impact at the
3rd Avenue crossing (USDOT #101826T). (Vehicle Transportation Section at 5.3.5.1 (Proposed
Action), page 5.3-36). The analysis shows that predicted accident probability would be above 0.04
accidents per year if the proposal and associated increased train traffic is approved. The commission
is concerned that there is no related mitigation measure proposed to address the increased risk and
there is no apparent recognition of the finding as an Unavoidable and Significant Adverse
Environmental Impact at 5.3.8, pages 5.3-42 & 43 beyond the statement, "The Proposed Action
would also result in a vehicle safety impact at the 3rd Avenue crossing of the Reynolds Lead." If the
DEIS is adopting a performance measure that would classify a crossing as being higher risk and
require thorough consideration of grade separation, there should be a mitigation measure or a
reference in the section on Unavoidable and Significant Adverse Environmental Impact noting the
impact and its significance. Without these changes, the commission does not believe the project
should move forward. (3311)

Response to VEH-20

Refer to Response to VEH-2 and Response to VEH-14.

Comment VEH-21

In the DEIS, the Applicant offered to fund installation of crossing gates at the Reynolds Lead crossing
of Industrial Way "to mitigate the safety impacts from increased rail traffic, before beginning
operations."(Vehicle Transportation, Section 5.3.7.1, Voluntary Mitigation, Page 5.3- 42). The
commission appreciates the Applicant's willingness to fund this improvement at the Industrial Way
crossing voluntarily. However, the commission believes more specific language, including an
evaluation of the condition of existing signal equipment to ensure the crossing meets safety
standards, is necessary. (3311)

Response to VEH-21

The commenter is referring to voluntary mitigation the Applicant provided and committed to
implementing. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, has been revised to include
additional voluntary mitigation committed to by the Applicant in response to comments on the Draft
EIS.

Comment VEH-22

1. Inthe Vehicle Transportation section at 5.3.3.2, page 5.3-14, the DEIS states "Based on other
applications of the model, a vehicle safety impact was defined as a study crossing that would
have a predicted accident probability above 0.04 under the Proposed Action that would be at or
below 0.04 under the No-Action scenario." Add a footnote specifically identifying the other
applications of the model relied upon. Alternatively, use performance measures based upon
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measures identified in U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration
publications mentioned previously.

2. Inthe SEPA Vehicle Transportation Technical Report at 3.1.1.3, page 3-21, the DEIS states "For
this analysis, a predicted accident probability of 0.04 per year, or one every 25 years, was used
as a performance measure for when grade-separation should be considered at study crossings
for safety reasons. This was based on a peer review of similar applications of the FRA
GradeDec.Net module (sic)." Add language specifically identifying the similar applications of the
FRA GradeDec.Net Module and each specific peer review relied upon. Alternatively, the
Applicant must use performance measures identified in U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Highway Administration publications mentioned previously. (3311)

Response to VEH-22

Refer to Response to VEH-14. The SEPA Vehicle Transportation Technical Report has also been
revised per Response to VEH-14.

Comment VEH-23

4) In the Vehicle Transportation section at 5.3.7.1 - Voluntary Mitigation, page 5.3.42, the second
bullet reads "To mitigate the safety impacts from increased rail traffic, before beginning operations,
the Applicant will fund installation of crossing gates at the Reynolds Lead crossing of industrial
Way." The sentence should be reworded as "To mitigate the safety impacts from increased rail
traffic, before beginning operations at Stage la (start-up operations), the Applicant will fund
replacement of existing active warning devices at the Reynolds Lead crossing of Industrial Way
(USDOT # 101806G) with shoulder-mounted LED lights and gates.”" Commission staff notes that the
signal cabinet at this crossing is antiquated and will likely need to be replaced in conjunction with
installation of new signal equipment. (3311)

Response to VEH-23

Refer to Response to VEH-21.

Comment VEH-24

5) The commission recommends that the Applicant, as part of its required mitigation in the Vehicle
Safety section, convene a safety review team consisting of representatives of the Applicant, LVSW,
City of Longview, commission staff and other interested parties prior to or in conjunction with Stage
la (start-up operations). The purpose of the team is to recommend safety improvements at the other
four LVSW public crossings and determine what is necessary to create a quiet zone under federal
rules. The Applicant should be required to fund safety upgrades recommended by the team, such as
replacing eight-inch lenses with the current standard of 12 inch; replacing incandescent lenses with
LED lenses; and making appropriate changes to warning signs and pavement markings. (3311)

Response to VEH-24

Refer to Response to VEH-2.
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Comment VEH-25

The DEIS acknowledges that there will be significant traffic delays associated with this proposal (It
is not clear whether any of the traffic analysis considers the addition of up to 88,000 trucks carrying
the anticipated 2.1 million cubic yards of fill that will be required, a staggering volume that would be
concentrated in a single year. DEIS 2-19. This additional truck traffic adds pollution and reduces
safety while compounding traffic problems.). However, it is surprisingly dismissive of the risk that
increased rail traffic will cause real harm to emergency services and responses. Frequent long trains
at rail crossings will mean delayed emergency medical service response times (Ex. 25. This
testimony was prepared for another project nearby, the Tesoro-Savage oil terminal. It addresses a
number of factors, such as diesel exhaust, noise, and delay of emergency vehicles, that are pertinent
to this project.). The FEIS should provide more quantitative analysis at specific crossings throughout
the state, particularly where congestion is greatest. The analysis should also be done with respect to
the cumulative impacts of this project alongside many others. For example, the cumulative impacts
section observes future rail traffic of 200 trains per day near Spokane—what would be the impact of
that level of traffic on emergency vehicles in those communities? (3277)

Response to VEH-25

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, assumed approximately 56,000 loaded
trucks would be needed during the peak construction year. All Draft EIS resource sections analyzed
direct and indirect impacts of the construction and operation of the Proposed Action. Analysis of
construction impacts included the evaluation of potential impacts from construction vehicles
including both trucks and trains. Section 5.3 described the direct impacts of construction in the
project area and the indirect construction impacts outside the project area on vehicle delay,
including emergency vehicles, and vehicle safety. The potential cumulative impacts on emergency
response vehicles were described in Draft EIS Chapter 6, Section 6.3.3.3, Vehicle Transportation.
Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-26

In the Summary document, on page S-42, under the section labeled S.7.6 the document discusses
how the Proposed Action will have unavoidable and significant adverse impacts on vehicle
transportation in Cowlitz County. This section needs to be expanded to document that adverse
conditions will also develop in Spokane County as we have at least 25 at grade crossings which will
experience the same volume of trains moving through Spokane as will move through Cowlitz County
on tracks that section S.7.4 on page S-41 has identified as not having capacity to handle the
increased rail traffic and will experience unavoidable and significant adverse impacts. (0478)

Response to VEH-26

Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-27

While the EIS does identify impacts to first responders in Cowlitz County, it does not analyze the
proximity of fire stations to the railroad through the Gorge nor does it analyze the potential areas
impacted by waiting first responders. The analysis also does not address the cumulative impacts of
all currently active coal and oil transport proposals. (2508)
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Response to VEH-27

Draft EIS, in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, described the increase in vehicle delay on
BNSF main line routes beyond Cowlitz County including delay on emergency response vehicles. The
Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS explains the study areas analyzed in the EIS.
Draft EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, describes the relevant past and present reasonably
foreseeable actions in the existing conditions discussion for each respective resource section of
Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the Draft EIS and accounted for in the impacts analysis. The reasonably
foreseeable future actions that were considered in the cumulative impacts analysis were identified
in Draft EIS Chapter 6, Table 6-2. Final EIS Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts, has been updated to
reflect changes in the status of projects identified and analyzed in the Draft EIS. These projects
include potential coal export projects and potential crude oil-by-rail projects that would introduce
rail traffic to the BNSF main line routes in Washington State and vessel traffic on the lower Columbia
River.

Comment VEH-28

The analysis in the EIS should also discuss the businesses and recreation sites that could be affected
by the increased delays at crossings. Importantly, the BNSF railroad lies between Washington State
Route 14 and numerous recreation sites and local port districts. As such, any increase in delays at at-
grade crossings would directly impact the response time for first-responders serving these areas.
These impacts must be adequately documented in the EIS. (2508)

Response to VEH-28
Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-27.

Comment VEH-29

Notably, one possible mitigation measure that could reduce delays at at-grade crossings would be to
construct grade-separation structures (overpasses or underpasses). The need and cost of such
mitigation can only be disclosed if sufficiently detailed analysis of impacts is disclosed in the EIS.
Absent adequate disclosures, the burden of installing grade separation would be transferred to local
communities and other businesses instead of the applicant. The full effects of increased wait times at
crossings constitutes a significant adverse impact that must be disclosed and mitigated in the EIS.
(2508)

Response to VEH-29
Refer to Response to VEH-2.

Comment VEH-30

Rail Traffic will slow Traffic and Emergency Vehicles

S6 of the DEIS says, “Proposed Action...related rail traffic would not affect land use because existing
land uses currently coexist with rail traffic.” This misses the larger point. Sixteen trains each having
a length of over one mile means of necessity traffic will be significantly delayed. More critical are
emergency vehicles that will be delayed likely resulting in loss of property and lives. (1910)
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Response to VEH-30

Refer to Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-31

Emergency Services: At grade crossings block vehicular traffic irritating drivers but sometimes
causing delays in emergency services for fires, and most especially medical emergencies.

1.

Look at at-grade crossings in all rail communities and determine the most vulnerable by
calculating the number of all trains crossing the tracks.

Look at all the unprotected rail crossings that exist on the rail lines. Only 44 rail crossings were
studied in Washington State but there are hundreds on the rail lines.

Consider in the study that emergency vehicles have to often cross twice at at-grade crossings
coming and going to an emergency. Some of the rail lines are double-tracked. That presents a
situation that increases train traffic, even if one train has passed, another may stop a vehicle on
the way back through the crossing. Double and triple train track crossings need to be
inventoried.

Look at alternative crossings that emergency vehicles could use, and how long it would take
them.

What are the anticipated coal train derailments along the routes?

[s there a system available for EMS vehicles to be notified of trains crossing at -grade? If so how
much is it and who pays for it?

What are some of the foreseeable consequences if a fire burns down a building before first
responders can get to it or someone dies en-route to hospital because trains are blocking the
way?

What is the psychology of community members and first responders worried about at grade
crossings and trains blocking it in emergencies? (2536)

Response to VEH-31

The following provides responses to the comments above.

Comments 1, 2, and 3. Refer to Response to VEH-1, Response to VEH-5, and Response to
VEH-12.

Comment 4. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, noted that the potential for
the Proposed Action-related trains to affect emergency response would depend on whether the
dispatched emergency vehicle would need to cross the rail line and the availability of alternative
routes if a Proposed Action-related train occupies the crossing at the time of the emergency call.
The amount of time that that it would take emergency response vehicles to use alternative
routes would be dependent on a number of site- and location-specific factors.

Comment 5. Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Rail Safety, identifies predicted rail accident
probability increase under the Proposed Action.
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e Comment 6. There is no current established system. For more information about the
development, implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master
Response for Mitigation Framework.

e Comments 7 and 8. The concerns raised by the commenter are outside the scope of a SEPA EIS.
The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the
EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

Comment VEH-32

Among the more startling admissions of the DEIS is that the project will proximately cause a
substantial increase in the number of rail accidents—a 22% increase statewide. What is not
disclosed is any meaningful analysis of the potential safety, human health and environmental risks
of such accidents. Increased rail traffic of the magnitude that is proposed has significant potential for
increased traumatic injury and death at rail crossings or by derailments. Many crossings on the rail
corridor in several states have no barriers or other warning signals, and local city, county, and state
governments are struggling financially with limited funds for providing this basic safety service.
Data from the Federal Railroad Administration Office of Safety inform us that there were 739
fatalities and 8,167 injuries at railroad crossings nationally in 2010. There were at least 19 coal train
derailments in North America in 2012, including fatalities. (3327)

Response to VEH-32

For the purposes of the analysis, an “accident” was defined as involving one or more railroads that
have sustained combined track, equipment, and/or structural damage in excess of the 2015 FRA
reporting threshold of $10,500. Therefore, the increase in accidents that could result from the
Proposed Action would include a wide variety of incident types and severity. The concerns raised by
the commenter are outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of
the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and
focus.

Comment VEH-33

The DEIS states "In a 24-hour period, trains for the Proposed Action would increase the probability
of emergency response vehicles being delayed by 10% at crossings along the Reynolds Lead and
BNSF Spur with existing track infrastructure” (p. S-32). With planned improvements to these two
lines, the probability of delay decreases considerably. However, for train crossings outside of
Cowlitz County, there are no planned improvements, despite "the probability of an increase in
emergency response time at all statewide study crossings [due to more frequent blockage by train
cars]" (p. S-32). Our emergency response departments pride themselves on reducing response time
for a reason--quick responses can mean the difference between minor and severe damages, and
even life and death. On page 5.1.23, the DEIS states "BNSF could address capacity issues with capital
improvements or operational changes, but it is unknown when these actions would be taken or
permitted.” The DEIS states that the train crossing delays are an unavoidable adverse effect, but no
mitigation is proposed. Instead, DOE should negotiate agreements with the railroads to lock in the
needed upgrades to crossings. In addition, Millennium should be required to mitigate for injuries,
deaths, and property destruction caused by emergency vehicle delays at crossings. (3465)
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Response to VEH-33

Refer to Response to VEH-2, Response to VEH-5, and Response to VEH-15.

Comment VEH-34

There will be 8 trains coming full of coal to the coal plant each day and 8 leaving empty. The trains
will equal 16 trains with a 120 rail cars per train. It will take time and stop traffic going to Lewis and
Clark Bridge. What happens to person has a medical emergency and need to get to the hospital?
(1177)

Response to VEH-34
Refer to Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-35

1. How many rail crossings are there along potential rail corridors from the Powder River Basin
and the Unita Basin to Longview and back to the Powder River Basin and Unita Basin? How
many of these are at-grade crossings? Why did you only select 44 at-grade crossings in the state
of Washington to review?

2. How many of these rail crossings are unprotected?
3. What are the costs to provide protective barriers at these crossings and who will bear these

costs? (1763)

Response to VEH-35
Refer to Response to VEH-1.

With respect to the protective barriers (i.e., crossing gates), refer to the Master Response for
Mitigation Framework for more information about the development, implementation, and
enforcement of mitigation measures. The Master Response for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS
explains the study areas analyzed in the EIS.

Comment VEH-36

4. How often and for how long will each of these crossings be blocked by the increased rail traffic
en route to MBTL? Delay should be calculated for each crossing to account for differences in
local circumstances. (1763)

Response to VEH-36

Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-37

5. How many times daily do EMS vehicles, including police, fire and medic units, cross rail lines?
Please note that an ambulance often needs to cross twice to get a patient to a hospital. (1763)
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Response to VEH-37

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, estimated future-year traffic volume at
study crossings for all vehicles including emergency vehicles. The vehicle delay analysis in Section
5.3 described how average vehicle delay for all vehicles, including emergency vehicles, would be
affected with the Proposed Action. The impact to emergency vehicle response would depend on the
location of the origin and destination of the response incident in relation to the at-grade crossings.
The potential for a Proposed Action-related train to affect emergency response would also depend
on whether the dispatched emergency vehicle would need to cross the rail line and the availability
of alternative routes if a Proposed Action-related train occupies the crossings at the time of the call.

Comment VEH-38

6. What will be the cumulative and per incident delay in access to these services caused by rail
traffic en route to MBTL (including actual blockage of the crossing, as well as alleviation of
resultant congestion)? Please again note that an ambulance often needs to cross twice to get a
patient to a hospital. (1763)

Response to VEH-38

Refer to Response to VEH-5. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, described the
potential for the Proposed Action-related train to affect emergency response would also depend on
whether the dispatched emergency vehicle would need to cross the rail line and the availability of
alternative routes if a Proposed Action-related train occupies the crossing at the time of the
emergency call. For a discussion of potential cumulative impacts on emergency response vehicles,
refer to the Final EIS, Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts.

Comment VEH-39

7. How many people are affected at each crossing, based on current and projected population as
shown in relevant planning documents? (1763)

Response to VEH-39

Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS, which describes the purpose of the
EIS and applicable SEPA rules that were used to determine the appropriate scope of the analysis.

Comment VEH-40

8. What crossings and locations are most likely to result in significant delays at crossings? (1763)

Response to VEH-40

Refer to Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, for a discussion of the impacts of the
Proposed Action on vehicle transportation, including crossing safety and delay.

Comment VEH-41

9. How often are there alternative crossings? How much time is lost to route through alternate
crossings, rather than the shortest route? (1763)
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Response to VEH-41

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, noted the potential for the Proposed Action-
related trains to affect emergency response would depend on whether the dispatched emergency
vehicle would need to cross the rail line and the availability of alternative routes if a Proposed
Action-related train occupies the crossing at the time of the emergency call. The amount of time that
that it would take emergency response vehicles to use alternative routes would depend on a number
of site- and location-specific factors.

Comment VEH-42

10. Is there any current established system to alert EMS vehicles of impending crossing closures?

11. How much would such a system cost and who would bear the cost of developing such systems?
(1763)

Response to VEH-42

There is no current established system. For more information about the development,
implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master Response for
Mitigation Framework.

Comment VEH-43

12. How does backed up traffic at crossings and the dispersion of that traffic effect EMS response
times throughout the entire state of Washington? (1763)

Response to VEH-43

Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-44

13. How often and to what severity will these delays in EMS response times lead to delays in care
and to otherwise avoidable outcomes such as death or permanent disability? (1763)

Response to VEH-44

Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS and the Master Response for
Geographic Study Areas of the EIS.

Comment VEH-45

14. What is the amount of healthcare cost attributable to patients receiving delayed EMS services as
aresult of increased rail traffic? (1763)

Response to VEH-45

SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-448) do not require that an EIS analyze the economic or social policy
impacts of an action, nor is it required to contain a cost-benefit analysis (WAC 197-11-450 and 197-
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11-762). The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the resources addressed in
the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus.

Comment VEH-46

15. How will the project applicant mitigate these impacts (grade separation at crossings,
construction of new hospitals, support for additional paramedics, medivac services, etc.?) What
percent of the total cost will the project applicant pay for grade separation at crossings, etc.?
(1763)

Response to VEH-46

Refer to Response to VEH-2.

Comment VEH-47

16. How many rail crossing accidents, injuries, and deaths will be attributable to increased rail
traffic en route to MBTL?

17. What is the anticipated cost of these accidents, including anticipated litigation and long term
care costs? (1763)

Response to VEH-47

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, discussed the increase in predicted accident
frequency with Proposed Action-related trains. SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-448) do not require that
an EIS analyze the economic or social policy impacts of an action, nor is it required to contain a cost-
benefit analysis (WAC 197-11-450 and 197-11-762). The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of
the EIS outlines the resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and
focus.

Comment VEH-48

Rail: this project cannot go forward until the Reynolds lead from the switch yard to the coal site is
totally upgraded and the intersections with rail have been separated. While there are plans to
change the intersection at Oregon Way and Industrial, no other plans are forthcoming for the
remainder of the at-grade crossings. When the Port of Longview was looking to bring in ADM to
export grains in the late 90’s, the Port hired Mainline Management, a rail consulting firm, to review
the ingress and egress of unit trains and its effects upon vehicle traffic. With volumes of 5 million to
10 million tons of grain the Port and ADM learned that this volume would overwhelm traffic
particularly at the bridge. The Port then constructed the alternate rail corridor into the Port thereby
bypassing the old route over Industrial Way. The cost was millions and a new overpass to Longview
Fibre had to be built to insure staff could get to work on time and emergency vehicles could pass
quickly. The railroads contributed nothing in terms of investment dollars to this project. Today the
State is looking at $ 85 to $ 200 million to handle coal trains to the terminal and I'm sure the
railroads again will not participate and neither will the proponents. So when Millennium came to
town in 2010 offering 5 million tons per annum of coal exports [ was concerned enough to attend
the Cowlitz Commission meeting which at the time was considering the issuance of a Shoreline
permit. Honestly I don’t believe anyone in the room had a clue as to the impact of 5 million tons in
unit trains routed over the old lead would cause to the traffic and emergency access to this
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community. Since then proponents had to fess up to their real intentions to ship 44 million tons and
have made no attempt to reconcile the cost of the rail upgrades to facilitate rail through town.
Mitigation: I would recommend that even at a base level of 5 million tons the grade separations must
be in place first before terminal operations can begin. (2201)

Response to VEH-48

An EIS is not a decisional document; it does not approve or deny a proposal. Agency decisions
related to an underlying action, such as a decision to issue a permit for the Proposed Action, are
addressed through procedures specific to the permitting agency and the specific permits being
considered. Refer to the Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS for a discussion of how
the Final EIS will be used by Cowlitz County, Ecology, and other agencies for decision-making
regarding permits for the Proposed Action. Regarding mitigation, refer to Response to VEH-2.

Comment VEH-49

As do traffic problem in communities in which train traffic separates one part of the city from
another. (2245)

Response to VEH-49

Refer to Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, for a description of vehicle
transportation in the study area and potential impacts on vehicle transportation that could result
from the Proposed Action.

Comment VEH-50

The coal export facility will also lead to 16 additional large coal trains every day on Washington’s
rail corridors. This significant increase in rail traffic will create economic and safety impacts for
communities across the Pacific Northwest. (2453)

Response to VEH-50

SEPA does not require an EIS analyze the economic or social policy impacts of an action (WAC 197-
11-448(3)). Rail and vehicle safety impacts in the study area are evaluated in Final EIS Chapter 5
Sections 5.2, Rail Safety, and 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, respectively. Refer to the Master Response
for Geographic Study Areas of the EIS.

Comment VEH-51

Figure 5.3.6 Statewide Crossings Study on page 5.3-23 or page 63/243 is grossly inadequate and
covers 44 rail crossings and omits many of the counties and cities of Washington State and is only
part of the study area. Any and all analysis based on this data does not represent the status of the
rail system related to the MBTL-Longview Coal Export Terminal and needs to be done more
thoroughly prior to the final EIS Report. Page 5.3-23 SEPA DEIS pdf 63/243. (2572)

Response to VEH-51

Refer to Response to VEH-1.
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Comment VEH-52

Table 6-14. Projected Rail Traffic at Statewide Study Crossings in 2038 has 44 rail crossings and fails
to include Clark County Washington and also the Many, Many, Many at grade rail crossings in
Washington State that are impacted by the proposed facility. Page 6-52 SEPA DEIS pdf 52/73.
(2572)

Response to VEH-52

Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-53

Given the projected length of the trains (up to a mile and-a-half per train) and 8 such trains per day
that will be moving through Vancouver, there will be substantial delays at at-grade vehicle
crossings. Such delays will result in increased residential and commercial traffic congestion, lost
productivity; increased tailpipe emissions from idling vehicles, etc. The direct and cumulative
impacts from blocked crossings need to be studied in the FEIS, and mitigated to a level of non-
significance. The DEIS should address the impacts of increased train volume and train accidents to
transportation and emergency response in Vancouver and Clark County. (2745)

Response to VEH-53
Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-54

What about delays in emergency medical services, police and fire when grade level crossings are
closed for five to seven minutes for coal trains that are over a mile and a quarter in length? (TRANS-
LV-M1-00001)

Response to VEH-54

Refer to Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-55

The EIS shows many rail crossing do not meet the 20s [indecipherable] necessary (for
intersections). The EIS does not show how individual emergency vehicles would be affected (nor
individuals recalls personal or business) nor how their 5-7 minute delay and affect human health &
mentality. (3545)

Response to VEH-55
Refer to Response to VEH-37 and Response to VEH-5.

The concerns raised by the commenter regarding the effects of vehicle delay on mental health are
outside the scope of a SEPA EIS. The Master Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS outlines the
resources addressed in the EIS and explains the basis for the EIS scope and focus. An HIA for the
Proposed Action is being prepared separately from the SEPA environmental review. An HIA Steering
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Committee was formed and determined the topics to be addressed in the HIA, with input from focus
groups. One of these topics is air quality. Refer to the Master Response for the Health Impact
Assessment for information on the HIA process, including the study area for the assessment, the
selection of topics analyzed, and opportunities for public review and comment.

Comment VEH-56

Adding those trains in Longview means over two hours of additional rail gate "down time" every day
in Longview [S-32] But the DEIS masks the impacts this will have to vehicles by using highly
technical "level of service" :framework and 24 hour averages. [5.3-30] What does it mean for an
actual commuter during rush hour or parent trying to pick up their child at school? (3451)

Response to VEH-56

Refer to Response to VEH-8 and Response to VEH-12.

Comment VEH-57

The mitigation measures discussed in Section 5.3.7 fail to adequately address the impacts of the
project on the studied at-grade crossings. Adverse impacts are identified, but are not mitigated. It is
anticipated that similar unmitigated adverse impacts will occur at the at-grade crossings in
Washougal. These impacts must be mitigated. (3166)

Response to VEH-57

Refer to Response to VEH-2 and Response to VEH-27.

Comment VEH-58

Delays of emergency vehicles at rail crossings outside Washington State were not evaluated. In the
area served by the Bonner Milltown Community Council there are four MRL/BNSF rail crossings,
two of which have no alternate road to residential areas. Using the 6,844 foot length of a coal unit
train traveling at 50mph for calculation, the 16 trains/day (8 loaded, 8 empty) will add a half hour’s
delay every day to each crossing. Local emergency services have had no opportunity to evaluate
potential consequences of this added delay, which would be longer if train speeds are slower. (2233)

Response to VEH-58

Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-59

The DEIS understates the risks and costs of delayed emergency response times from increased
frequency of long trains and delays at at-grade crossings. (3327)

Response to VEH-59

The commenter has not specifically identified how the Draft EIS understated risks and costs of
delayed emergency response. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, described the
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potential impacts on vehicle crossing delay, including delay on emergency response vehicles with
Proposed Action-related trains.

Comment VEH-60

In the holistic view of all the components which will go into this project, the transportation
infrastructure may be the most vulnerable aspect going forward. Neither the railroads nor the
various government entities have quite addressed all that this project will require in terms of traffic
congestion mitigation, rail security and emergency response. Minimum standards may have been
met, but I feel they fall short in many communities who will suffer long EMS response times due to
the road-level rail intersections. Included in this are the small communities of the Lower Columbia
(with nearby populations in Oregon) and Longview in particular, which will be denied access to
nearby EMS during long coal trains. Major changes to highways and/or rail are necessary to prevent
EMS and existing industrial/commercial commerce interruptions. Millennium will need to be a part
of the mitigation, probably via a percentage-tontax Trust Fund to be divided among communities
impacted according to need, such that entities may float bonds backed by their share of income,
thereby immediately construct necessary remediation before the long trains begin hauling. (2565)

Response to VEH-60

Refer to Response to VEH-1, Response to VEH-2, and Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-61

Between Longview Junction and the project area there are five public and three private at-grade
road crossings. The Longview Municipal Code 11.40.080 (Railroad Trains Not to Block Streets —
Prohibits trains from using and street or highway for a period of time longer than five minutes,
except trains or cars in motion other than those engaged in switching activities. It appears with 16
trains at a length of 6,844 feet each there is a STRONG PROBABLY that the Trains will exceed the 5
minute Municipal Code. The City of Longview can make more money from Citations than it ever will
make off coal. Alternately, how many new $85 Million Dollar overpasses will be required? This
confirms that the No Action Alternative is recommended. Page 5.1-8 SEPA DEIS pdf 14/243. (2572)

Response to VEH-61

The Draft EIS analyzed potential vehicle delay at grade crossings in the study. Refer to Final EIS
Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, and the SEPA Vehicle Transportation Technical Report
for more information. Refer to Response to VEH-48.

Comment VEH-62

The speed limits and passing times for at grade crossings in Table 5.1-4 are incomplete, simplistic,
and unrealistic because it fails to take into account the private crossings and the Spur/Lead switch,
and the distance and time it takes to move or stop a 1.3 mile coal unit train. This last factor is also
variable due to weather, track conditions, and train equipment. Accurate passing times at major
intersections are critical to understanding adverse impacts on road traffic and congestion. (2687)
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Response to VEH-62

Refer to Response to VEH-12.

Comment VEH-63

The rail transport corridor includes more than 200 at-grade crossings, including numerous under-
protected crossings (USFWS 2016Db). Increased rail traffic, resulting disruptions to community
resources and access, and increased risk of derailments or other train accidents (e.g., collisions at
crossings) represent significant adverse impacts. To date, the Applicant and SEPA co-leads have
failed to identify mitigation measures that would meaningfully and adequately avoid these
significant impacts. (3458)

Response to VEH-63

Refer to Response to VEH-1, Response to VEH-2, and Response to VEH-15.

Comment VEH-64

Commission staff conducted its own independent assessment of these LVSW crossings, including
review of FRA and commission crossing inventory records and inspection reports, and a preliminary
on-site crossing of safety review. It found that the five public crossings are adequately protected for
current levels of train and vehicle traffic. Although some of the signal equipment is dated, it is still
functional and the crossings are in general compliance with state law, commission rules, and the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 2009 edition. However, LVSW’s analysis does
not address the adequacy of safety measures in light of the considerable increased in train traffic
that will result from the proposed project. (3311)

Response to VEH-64

The Draft EIS provided information about the relative change in risks related to the Proposed
Action. Consistent with this approach, general consideration was given to the crossings identified in
the comment, by conducting a rail safety analysis as described in Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3,
Vehicle Transportation. Assessing the adequacy of the crossing protection at each crossing under
current and future conditions is outside of the scope of the SEPA analysis. Refer to the Master
Response for Purpose and Focus of the EIS, which describes the purpose of the EIS and applicable
SEPA Rules that were used to determine the appropriate scope of the analysis.

Comment VEH-65

ID  DEIS Section and/or Page Number Text Correction/Revision = Comment

A 5.3 Vehicle Transportation Page “This factor was used to typo
5.3-8, Vehicles, last sentence of first eovert convert count data
paragraph from peak hour.”

B 5.3 Vehicle Transportation Page Under vehicle safety impact, = What is the unit for the 0.04,
5.3-11, Railroad Crossing there is a 0.04 rate shownin  accidents per year?
Performance Measures, last bullet the third bullet

Millennium Bulk Terminals—Longview

5326 April 2017

Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement



Cowlitz County

Chapter 5. Responses to Comments—

Washington State Department of Ecology Operations

ID  DEIS Section and/or Page Number Text Correction/Revision Comment

C 5.3 Vehicle Transportation Page The third paragraph under This methodology will
5.3-12, Level of Service, third Figure 5.3-3. It indicates that calculate an average delay
paragraph below Figure 5.3-3 the 2000 HCM is being used  for not only automobiles at

to calculate a signalized PM the crossing, but for the

peak hour level of service for trains also. Since the trains

each affected rail crossing. go through the crossings
without any delay, was the
calculated train delay
deleted from methodology at
some point?

D 5.3 Vehicle Transportation Page The fourth paragraph under  Since the trains go through
5.3-12, Level of Service, fourth Figure 5.3-3 indicates that the crossing without delay,
paragraph below Figure 5.3-3 the 2000 HCM is being used = was the calculated train

to calculate a signalized daily delay deleted from

level of service for each methodology at some point?

affected rail crossing. Since the HCM methodology
is based on calculation of an
hourly level of service, how
was this rectified to get to a
daily average delay
estimate?

E 5.3 Vehicle Transportation Page 2nd paragraph again has a What are the units for this
5.3-14, second paragraph 0.04 rate rate (again accidents per

year)?

F 5.3 Vehicle Transportation Page Under Average Vehicle This does not appear to be
5.3-24, Average Vehicle Delay Delay, the text indicates that  the case in Table 5.3-5.

all study area crossings Please clarify as to which is
operate at LOSAin 2018 correct.

G 5.3 Vehicle Transportation Page Table 5.3-5 level of service Some of the levels of service
5.3-24, Table 5.3-5 in Table 5.3-5 don’t appear

to match what is in the
attached Synchro
worksheets. Is this because
the calculated rail delay was
removed from the level of
service calculation? The
analysis worksheets should
be checked against the
referenced tables.

(3070)

Response to VEH-65

The following describes the changes made to Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation,
in response to these comments. Refer to the left-most column of the above table for lettering used to
identify each comment.

e Comment A. This typo has been corrected in Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3.3.2, Impact
Analysis, and the SEPA Vehicle Transportation Technical Report.
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e Comment B. The accident probability benchmark has been revised and the units have been
defined in the Final EIS. Refer to Response to VEH-14.

e Comment C. The Draft EIS analysis reported the movement delays, not the average intersection
delay. The reported results are based on the roadway approaches to the crossing only.

e Comment D. The analysis used the movement delay, not the intersection average delay. The
train delay was not included in the calculation.

e Comment E. The accident probability benchmark has been revised for the Final EIS. The units
have been defined in the Final EIS. Refer to Response to VEH-14.

e CommentF. The text in question is specific to average delay over the course of a 24-hour day,
while the table is specific to peak-hour delay. A 24-hour average vehicle delay table was not
necessary because all crossings would operate at level of service A.

e Comment G. The Synchro worksheets reported the movement delays for the roadway
approaches, not the average intersection delay. This is why some of the average intersection LOS
values do not match what was included the Draft EIS in Table 5.3-5. However, the roadway
movement LOS values in the Draft EIS matched the Synchro worksheets.

Comment VEH-66

[ live in the Tri-Cities and as they're doing all of the up to 16 circuits in full capability, eight trains --
eight sets of trains -- [ don't know what you call it -- going and eight empties going back, has there
been any study on the impact of trains going through the towns like the Tri-Cities, personal opinion
or personal problem, impacting traffic?

Because I live close to a set of train tracks in town and sometimes I'm stopped, and I'm going miles
out of my way to do a loop on the highway to go half a mile away from my house. And, with
increased train usage on the tracks, has there been any study on that, are they doing anything to
mitigate what times of day;, is it going to be all hours? (TRANS-PASC0-Q2-00003)

Response to VEH-66

Final EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, identifies the at-grade crossings evaluated in
the Final EIS and proposed mitigation measures. For more information about the development,
implementation, and enforcement of mitigation measures, refer to the Master Response for
Mitigation Framework. Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-67

Pedestrians and bicyclists need to be considered at railroad crossings as well. They use them and
there are hundreds of rail crossings with increased traffic. (2536)

Response to VEH-67

Final EIS Chapter 3, Section 3.2, Social and Community Resources, has been revised to include a
description of potential impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists at at-grade crossings on the Reynolds
Lead under the Proposed Action.
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Comment VEH-68

Traffic Concerns: Rail traffic is expected to dramatically increase from both Bakken oil trains and
coal trains through North Idaho. North Idaho has dozens of unprotected atgrade crossings. The
increase in trains will mean more tragic accidents at crossings as impatient drivers try to "beat the
train." Additionally, stopped traffic at at-grade crossings means delays for emergency vehicles,
making a life or death difference for waiting patients. Traffic delays are expected to increase by 1 to
3 hours per day from increased coal train traffic if the Millenium Bulk Terminals-Longview project is
built. Many atgrade crossings will need improvements to deal with the increased traffic. Our local
and state jurisdictions simply do not have the funds to pay for overpasses and underpasses.

Unless required as a mitigation measure, railroads are not required to pay for crossing
improvements, leaving taxpayers footing the bill for essential safety infrastructure made necessary
by this industrial expansion. (3492)

Response to VEH-68

Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-2.

Comment VEH-69

An increase in the number of trains would mean more frequent and longer traffic delays at rail
crossings. This would disrupt the business and commerce of all Montana communities bisected by
the rail line. Delays due to increased coal train traffic would also disrupt residents and businesses in
rural areas where at-grade, private crossings connect farms and ranches with public roads and
highways. Already, idled trains that block rural private crossings are a major complaint of rural
residents. (2504)

Response to VEH-69

Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-70

An increase in the number of trains would also result in a greater potential for vehicle collisions
with trains and for pedestrian accidents. While the MBTL DEIS analyzes rail safety impacts from the
proposed action in the project area and along selected rail routes in Washington,24 it ignores rail
safety impacts in Montana. Coal train traffic to and from MBTL would negatively impact Montana
rail routes and the communities they bisect equally as that traffic affects those routes and
communities in Washington.

Importantly, for all communities and rural areas, an increase in the number of trains decreases
access across the train tracks. This is especially problematic for emergency services such as fire
trucks and ambulances. With an additional 16 full-length coal trains on the rails, emergency
responders and other emergency services would be further delayed in reaching residents when
there is a medical emergency, a fire, or the need for police. Several medical emergency conditions
are time-sensitive. In certain stroke patients, five minutes may make the difference between being
able to treat the patient with thrombolytics or not (in certain stroke patients, thrombolytics can
reverse devastating neurological effects of a stroke). In heart attack victims, a delay of minutes can
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result in heart muscle death. And, in major traumas, time delays can result in increased blood loss
and organ failure. These impacts are a connected and cumulative impact of the proposed MBTL
project and must be recognized and thoroughly examined in the environmental analysis. These
connected and cumulative issues must be considered by permitting officials at the Washington State
Department of Ecology and Cowlitz County. (2504)

Response to VEH-70

Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-5.

Comment VEH-71

Your EIS mentions unavoidable and significant delays at rail crossings near the facility but should
also take into account multiple delays route- wide, from eastern Montana to western Washington.
(1162)

Response to VEH-71

Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-72

Rail traffic impacts upon neighboring states were not evaluated in the DEIS.

Although the DEIS is thorough and well documented for Washington State, impacts outside the State
are not considered. While this omission is inherent in an action that is a fulfillment of Washington
State law, it is a serious shortcoming in the DEIS process because it ignores impacts upon
neighboring states. Impacts of one’s actions upon neighbors are essential considerations. (2233)

Response to VEH-72

Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-73

The City of Vancouver is particularly concerned that no discussion was included in the DEIS of the
impact on vehicle delays at at-grade crossings in Clark County even though analyses were completed
on these delays for Cowlitz, Skamania, Spokane, Franklin, Benton, Klickitat, Lewis, and Yakima
Counties. This project does not just impact Longview. Vancouver alone has as many as 18 private at-
grade crossings and at least eight public at-grade crossings. The DEIS estimates eight unit trains per
day will travel through Vancouver. (TRANS-LV-M2-00048)

Response to VEH-73

Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-74

We request that the impact statements include impacts to traffic from increased closure of at-grade
crossings, impacts to the City of Camas's ability to render emergency services due to inability to
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cross the train tracks, and health and safety impacts related to coal dust and other particulates being
blown from open coal cars. (3656)

Response to VEH-74

Refer to Response to VEH-1. Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, described the
increase in vehicle delay on BNSF main line routes beyond Cowlitz County including delay on
emergency response vehicles.

The potential impacts on air quality and coal dust from Proposed Action-related trains are discussed
in Final EIS Chapter 5, Sections 5.6, Air Quality, and 5.7, Coal Dust.

Comment VEH-75

There are numerous at-grade crossings in Washington that would slow down emergency
responders. One example is Kennewick, where the local head of transportation wants more
emphasis on this problem in the EIS. Another example is my home town, Washougal, where we have
5 at-grade crossings and 1 overpass. More coal trains would slow emergency responders here too.
More concern should be reflected in the EIS for this problem. (3208)

Response to VEH-75

Draft EIS Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Vehicle Transportation, described the increase in vehicle delay on
BNSF main line routes beyond Cowlitz County including delay on emergency response vehicles.
Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-76

Section 5.3.4.2 identifies statewide at-grade crossings that were studied for impacts due to
increased rail traffic attributed to the project. The crossings identified for study are indicated in
Table 5.3-4 and Figure 5.3-6. However, none of the at-grade crossings in Clark County were
identified, specifically the six (6) at-grade crossings located in the City of Washougal. Therefore, no
analysis of impacts was performed regarding Level of Service and Cause of Delay Emergency
Services at City of Washougal at-grade crossings, as was done for other at-grade crossings in the
state that were studied. This analysis is discussed in Section 5.3.5 and tabulated in Table 5.3-13. The
level of analysis done for the “state-wide” crossings is not as complete or thorough as was done for
crossings located closer to the terminal site. The level of analysis is inadequate. (3166)

Response to VEH-76
Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-77

The annual average daily traffic volume for the 32nd Street crossing in Washougal is 12,629
vehicles. This crossing is identified as crossing 6 on the attached Figure 1. This is the highest traffic
volume of any grade level crossing along the BNSF rail line between Spokane and the project
location, and is higher than any of the studied crossings. 32nd St is located in close proximity to
SR14, and serves as a major arterial from the SR14 into Washougal. Impacts to the 32nd Street
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crossing not only impact 32nd Street, but also SR14. Clearly, with such an AADT and impact, this
crossing warrants attention and study for impacts and required mitigation, as do all of the crossings
in Washougal and Clark County. (3166)

Response to VEH-77

Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-2.

Comment VEH-78

A complete study of the impacts of the proposed action on the at-grade crossings located in the City
of Washougal (and all of Clark County) should be performed. This study should address Level of
Service, Cause of Delay Emergency Services and Predicted Accident Probability, as was addressed
for the studied crossings in the vicinity of the terminal. The analysis should be more comprehensive
and thorough than was performed for “state-wide” crossings. Adverse impacts should then be
adequately mitigated. Replacing the at-grade crossing at 32nd Street with a grade separated
crossing located in the vicinity would reduce this impact to a level of non-significance. (3166)

Response to VEH-78

Refer to Response to VEH-1 and Response to VEH-2.

Comment VEH-79

DEIS did not do the detailing [?] traffic modeling that they did in Cowlitz County in Spokane County.
I'm told WDOE [?] didn't request that analysis for Spokane County. That is unacceptable. (3696)

Response to VEH-79

Refer to Response to VEH-1.

Comment VEH-80

The increased rail traffic from this project will exceed rail capacity. And when other reasonable
foreseeable projects are included train traffic will more than double rail capacity. Thi