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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Washington Fish and Wildlife Office 
510 Desmond Dr. SE, Suite 102 

Lacey, Washington 98503 JAN 22 2013 

In Reply Refer to: 

13410-2011-TA-0254/13410-2011-CPA-0208 

Colonel Bruce A. Estok 
Seattle District, Corps of Engineers 
ATTN: Regulatory Branch (Randle Perry) 
P.O. Box 3755 
Seattle Washington 98124-3755 

Dear Mr. Perry: 

Subject: Gateway Pacific Terminal/Custer Spur Modification Scoping Comments 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Gateway Pacific Terminal 
and Custer Spur Modification proposals. The proposed action is located near Cherry Point, in 
Whatcom County, Washington. The following comments represent the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Office preliminary comments on the proposed action. We have structured our comments 
(Enclosure) based on your suggested outline that was provided at the Agency Scoping Meeting 
that we attending in Lacey, Washington, on November 9, 2012. 

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Nancy Brennan-Dubbs 
(360-753-5835) or Martha Jensen (360-753-9000) of my staff. 

Sincerely, 

IFOYL 
Ken S. Berg, Manager 
Washington Fish and Wildlife Office 

Enclosure 



Subject Area Comments Related to Project Impacts  Data Needs 

Action/Affected 
Area 

The document needs to clearly identify the 
action/affected area due to the proposed 
action.  This includes identifying changes in 
the operation and/or maintenance of existing 
facilities that are a result of the proposed 
action and the effects of those changes.  
These effects may occur outside of the 
proposed project area, including outside of 
Washington State. 

How far from the proposed 
coal transfer facility will the 
direct and indirect effects of 
coal transport (rail and 
shipping) and transfer be 
measurable above current 
background levels?  This 
analysis should include loss of 
coal dust, project-related 
increase in train and vessel 
traffic (including 
infrastructure upgrades, 
operation and maintenance 
etc), and impacts to air and 
water quality. 

Federally 
Listed Species 

The proposed action may affect federally 
listed species and critical habitat under the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services’ jurisdiction.  
Based on the information currently available, 
the marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus 

marmoratus), bull trout (Salvelinus 

confluentus), and bull trout critical habitat 
may be affected due to the construction and 
operation of the proposed action.  Effects to 
these (and other) listed species and their 
designated critical habitat need to be full 
addressed.  Negative effects to these species 
should be avoided and/or minimized.  
Additionally, the applicant should determine 
if the proposed action will negatively affect 
federally proposed species and address these 
as well.  The document needs to address both 
direct and indirect effects associated with the 
construction and operation of the proposed 
action.  For example, effects to prey 
organisms. 

List and location of federal 
listed and proposed species 
and critical habitat that may 
be affected by the proposed 
action.  The extent, duration, 
magnitude, and frequency of 
the effects, as well as any 
conservation measures to 
minimize or avoid these 
negative effects need to be 
provided. 

Fish Fully describe how overwater and inwater 
structures will be constructed.  If piles are to 
be used, either temporarily or permanently, 
please provide the composition of piles that 
will installed (e.g., steel), any 
coating/treatment used on the piling (e.g., 
coal tar, chromated copper arsenate), the 
number of piles by size and composition to be 
installed per day, how the piles will be 

Provide the distance from the 
pile to an underwater sound 
level of 183 dB SEL and 187 
dB SEL, and 150 dBrms 
during pile driving.  Provide 
values with and without 
anticipated attenuation. 



installed (e.g., impact driven), number of 
piles to be installed per day (impact vs 
vibratory), number of days of pile driving 
(impact vs vibratory) each year pile driving 
occurs, number of impact strikes per pile, 
duration (minutes) of impact pile driving and 
vibratory pile driving per day.  We 
recommend that non-toxic material be used to 
protect piles and overwater structures to 
reduce the potential leaching of contaminants 
We recommend that stream crossings be fully 
spanned.  Use of culverts should be avoided 
due to the potential to create fish barriers if 
culverts are improperly installed and due to 
changes in the stream location over time.   

 

Provide the inwater work windows that will 
be used for each waterbody to 
avoid/minimize effects to aquatic species. 

Provide location of forage fish 
spawning and holding areas 
that may be affected by the 
construction and operation of 
the proposed action.  Quantify 
effects of the action on marine 
forage fish species. 

Birds Fully describe how overwater and inwater 
structures will be constructed.  If piles are to 
be used, either temporarily or permanently, 
please provide the composition of pile to be 
used (e.g., steel), coatings used on the piling 
(e.g., coal tar), the number of piles by size 
and composition to be installed per day, how 
the piles will be installed (e.g., impact 
driven), number of piles to be installed per 
day (impact vs vibratory), number of days of 
pile driving (impact vs vibratory) April 1 
through September 30 and October 1 through 
March 31 of each year pile driving occurs, 
number of impact strikes per pile, duration 
(minutes) of impact pile driving and vibratory 
pile driving per day.  We recommend that 
non-toxic material be used to protect piles 
and overwater structures to reduce the 
potential leaching of contaminants 

Provide the distance from pile 
to an underwater sound level 
of 202 dB SEL and 208 dB 
SEL during pile driving.  
Provide values with and 
without anticipated 
attenuation. 
 
Provide the spectrum level 
of in-air sound at 3 kHz. 
  
Provide a sound analysis for 
other project-related sounds, 
such as train whistles, off-
loading and transfer facilities, 
vessel operations, etc., 
especially in sensitive areas 
such as National Wildlife 
Refuges or communal 
roosting and nesting areas. 

If impact pile driving is proposed, the 
applicant should include measures to 
minimize the underwater and in-air sound 
pressures associated with the construction 

 



and operation of the facility.  Examples of 
minimization measures include the use of a 
bubble curtain, pile sleeve (e.g. with internal 
bubble curtain or insulation) and wooden 
block. 

 If there is a need to remove known or 
potential nesting habitat, this should occur 
before or after the nesting season to reduce 
the effects to migratory birds.   

Identify sensitive bird 
locations such as bald eagle 
nest sites and winter roosting 
areas, great blue heron 
rookeries, winter waterfowl 
congregation areas etc. within 
the action area (affected area) 
and the potential effects due 
to construction and operation 
of the proposed action 

Wildlife Address the potential effects of increased 
wildlife collisions as a result of additional 
train traffic throughout the route.  Measures 
to reduce and/or eliminate wildlife collisions 
should be considered, including fencing, 
overpasses, and underpasses.   

Identify locations of potential 
or known wildlife 
migration/movement corridors 
along proposed railroad 
routes.  Note that “wildlife” 
includes amphibians and 
reptiles in addition to 
mammals and birds. 

Vegetation - 
Terrestrial 

Provide the extent, by species, of terrestrial 
vegetation that may be affected by the 
proposed action.  Include indirect and direct 
effects and minimization measures to avoid 
the impacts.  For impacts that cannot be 
avoided, please provide a compensatory 
mitigation plan.  We recommend that if the 
proposed action is likely to impact terrestrial 
vegetation that the applicant implements the 
mitigation prior to any impacts to reduce the 
effect of the action. 

 

Vegetation – 
Aquatic 
(marine and 
freshwater) 

Provide the extent, by species, of aquatic 
vegetation that may be affected by the 
proposed action.  Include indirect and direct 
effects, including effects associated with 
bisecting/isolating wetlands.  Also provide 
minimization measures to avoid the impacts.  
For impacts that cannot be avoided, please 
provide a compensatory mitigation plan.  We 
recommend that if the proposed action is 
likely to impact aquatic vegetation, including 
submerged marine vegetation such as 
eelgrass (Zostera marina) or macroalgae such 

 



as bull kelp (Nereocysts spp.), that the 
applicant implement the mitigation prior to 
any impacts to reduce the effect of the action. 

Contaminants Address the potential for leaching from the 
open storage of coal into wetlands and waters 
of the United States.  Include a description of 
specific measures that will be implemented to 
prevent leachate from entering wetlands and 
waters of the United States. 

A list of chemical 
contaminants that would enter 
water bodies, including 
wetlands, concentration 
expected, and toxicity to 
aquatic and terrestrial 
organisms.  Also include an 
analysis of the effects to 
aquatic and terrestrial 
organisms exposed to coal 
dust and associated chemicals, 
including through ingestion.   

Address the effects to water quality 
associated with coal dust during train and 
ship transport and its effects on aquatic 
organisms, including birds, fish, and 
invertebrates.  The effects should address 
what the anticipated effects are over the life 
of the project.  

A list of chemical 
contaminants that would enter 
water bodies (including 
wetlands), concentrations 
expected, and toxicity to 
aquatic and terrestrial 
organisms.  Also include an 
analysis of the effects to 
aquatic and terrestrial 
organisms exposed to coal 
dust and associated chemicals, 
including through ingestion.   
 
Model direct and indirect 
effects to organisms 
associated with exposure to 
coal dust and other 
contaminants associated with 
increased coal transport (rail 
and ship) related to the 
proposed action. 

Include measures to reduce/eliminate coal 
dust during rail transport.  If chemical 
measures are used, please address the 
potential toxicity of the materials used and 
their effects on aquatic and terrestrial 
organisms.   

 

Include measures to ensure that railcars are 
free of coal when departing the off-loading 
facility.  Some coal may remain in the 
railcars after unloading and continue to leach 

 



chemicals and coal particles. 
Cumulative 
Effects 

The proposed action is only one of several 
facilities proposed in Washington and Oregon 
for transporting coal and other commodities.  
Please address the cumulative effect of these 
facilities operating concurrently in the future, 
if built. 
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PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
 
Pier Alignment and Design 
The wharf and trestle area is proposed to be located in Cherry Point herring spawning habitat. 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has previously identified an ecologically 
preferable location and alignment for the overwater structure 1,000 feet south of the proposed 
location, intended to reduce adverse impacts of the project to pre-spawning herring. The EIS 
should analyze the WDFW recommended alignment and other alignments, and assess the 
potential, adverse impacts and potential mitigation measures for each alternative. The EIS should 
include an alternative that is based upon a comprehensive analysis of herring migratory patterns 
from deep waters to the nearshore environment of the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve. The design 
of this alternative should locate overwater structures to avoid disruption to these migratory 
patterns, either by the structure itself, or from the vessels calling in the proposed structure. 
Alternative overwater structure designs should also be evaluated to avoid and minimize impacts, 
such as decking material, artificial lighting, and other considerations.  
 
Vessel Traffic 
The project would generate a significant increase in traffic of large vessels at Cherry Point and 
through Puget Sound. A detailed vessel traffic analysis should be conducted using a robust 
model that relies on the most recent vessel tracking system data for all of the Salish Sea.    The 
scope of the study should include all of the northern Salish Sea, including the projected increased 
traffic from shipping terminals in British Columbia, and evaluate multiple alternatives for 
reducing potential incidents, including routes, operations and traffic control.  
 
Vessel Operations 
The EIS should analyze alternative berthing times and seasonal restrictions to ensure that cargo 
vessel and tug operations do not adversely affect herring spawning behavior at Cherry Point. 
 
Rail Corridor Expansion 
Will the proposal require or likely result in an expansion of rail corridors beyond Custer Spur in 
order to transport the commodity materials to the Cherry Point terminal? If so, the EIS should 
analyze alternatives to the expansion of rail corridors along the Puget Sound shoreline that avoid 
impacts to nearshore habitat and water quality. 
 
In evaluating alternatives, it is important to address the impact of bifurcation of state-managed 
lands due to corridor expansion on DNR’s ability to manage these lands and avoid bifurcation to 
the greatest degree possible. What alternative alignments could prevent this bifurcation? 
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IMPACTS AT THE CHERRY POINT REACH 
Natural Environment:  
 
Earth 
 
Sediment and Geomorphic Processes 
The EIS should include a detailed analysis of the physical and geomorphological processes in the 
nearshore zone, focused on sediment transport processes, including potential redistribution or 
disruption of sediment flow by the overwater structure, potential changes in seasonal and overall 
net shore drift, and impacts to sediment input. The analysis should include spatially explicit 
mapping of sediment characteristics, beach geomorphology, bathymetry, and stability.  
 
Waves and Prop Scour 
The EIS should analyze adverse impacts of waves and prop scour generated by large vessels 
docking at the facility and tugs assisting with docking on sediment transport, bank erosion, and 
attached aquatic vegetation. How will the change in hydrodynamics from the in-water structures 
affect scour in the intertidal and shallow subtidal environments? How will waves, currents, and 
propeller wash change the sediment characteristics and hydrodynamic environment? How will 
aquatic vegetation and habitat for marine invertebrates be affected by changes in wave energy, 
sediment transport, or substrate? What is the likelihood that the project will require shoreline 
armoring in the future, due to operations, climate change, sea level rise, or other reasons, and 
how will impacts be mitigated? 
 
The EIS should analyze the potential of wharf and pier construction or operations (including 
future maintenance, repair, and replacement) to disturb any contaminated sediments and how this 
will be mitigated. 
 
Geologic Hazards 
DNR has responsibility for obtaining, maintaining and distributing information and technical 
assistance regarding geologic hazards under the Geological Survey Act, Chapter 43.92, Revised 
Code of Washington (RCW). In addition to the objectives stated in Chapter 43.92.020 RCW, the 
geological survey must conduct and maintain an assessment of seismic, landslide, and tsunami 
hazards in Washington.  This assessment must include the identification and mapping of 
volcanic, seismic, landslide, and tsunami hazards, an estimation of potential consequences, and 
the likelihood of occurrence.  DNR recommends you analyze the potential for geologic hazards 
at the site using the following methodology: 

a) Identify both shallow and deep-seated landslide hazards using DNR’s GIS Statewide 
Landslide database and then create a site-specific geologic map. In areas with no existing 
landslide inventory, create a shallow landslide database using historic aerial imagery and 
other spatial data in a GIS. 

b) Evaluate subaqueous landslide hazards using bathymetry or similar DEM data. 
c) Identify potentially unstable slopes using DNR’s Shalstab model or other comparable 

slope stability modeling program in a GIS.  
d) Identify slope hazards associated with slope modification or vegetation removal at 

construction areas.  
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e) Evaluate earthquake hazards including earthquake-induced ground failures. 
f)  If dredging for port access, identify potential hazards to adjacent beaches and bluffs from 

loss of subaqueous buttressing, and 
g) Identify tsunami inundation hazards from both local faults and a Cascadia subduction 

zone event, or through subaqueous or terrestrial landslides.  
 
Plants and Animals 
 
Baseline Study 
The EIS should include a detailed baseline study of the area’s biological resources, and analyze 
potential impacts, including, but not limited to: benthic habitats; shellfish resources; aquatic 
vegetation; forage fish spawning, pre-spawn holding areas, and forage fish migratory corridors; 
salmon; groundfish; marine mammals; and, seabird, seaduck, and shorebird communities. The 
project proponent should coordinate with DNR and WDFW regarding appropriate mapping 
methods for aquatic vegetation, geoduck and other shellfish resources, forage fish spawning 
areas, and benthic and epibenthic invertebrate abundance and distribution.  
 
Shading 
The EIS should analyze the amount of shading at each depth that will be generated by the 
overwater structure and moorage of vessels, including tugs and vessels that may perform 
maintenance on the conveyor belt or related to other wharf or trestle operations.  What are the 
potential, adverse impacts of shading on marine resources, including, but not limited to: aquatic 
vegetation (including productivity), benthic habitats, forage fish pre-spawning and spawning 
behavior, and movement of juvenile salmonids, and how will they be avoided? How will shading 
be monitored over time to detect adverse impacts on aquatic vegetation (including eelgrass, kelp, 
and Sargussum) or fish species?  
 
Construction  
The EIS should analyze adverse impacts during construction of the wharf and trestle, and any 
future maintenance, repair, and replacement, from the presence of barges or other vessels used 
for construction.  How will construction, design, and materials ensure avoidance of impacts to 
biological, chemical, and physical habitats, including, but not limited to: fish and wildlife, 
sediment transport, benthic habitats, and aquatic vegetation (including eelgrass, kelp, and 
Sargussum)? How will barge presence be limited in duration to mitigate adverse impacts, 
including shading, and noise? 
 
The EIS should analyze the amount of noise likely to be generated during construction, future 
repair, maintenance, and replacement, and how the project will avoid impacts to herring, salmon, 
marine mammals, marbled murrelet, seabirds, and seaducks.  
 
Operational Noise 
The EIS should analyze the amount of noise that will likely be generated during operations by 
the loading and offloading of materials, transport through the conveyor system, docking and 
moorage of ships, and trucks, and other machinery at the terminal. What are the individual and 
cumulative impacts of noise generated from this project on herring pre-spawning and spawning 
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behavior, and other species, when considering industrial Cherry Point uses? How will these 
impacts be avoided? How will any changes in noise be monitored over time to assure there are 
no adverse impacts to herring? What options can be instituted to mitigate impacts?  
 
Artificial Lighting 
The EIS should analyze impacts of lighting proposed on the overwater structure and within 200 
feet of the shoreline on herring, salmon, and other Cherry Point species.  A study should be 
conducted to investigate the potential changes in species abundance and dominance resulting 
from increased prey access under artificial lighting and address ways to reduce or eliminate any 
identified impacts.   How will any changes in lighting be monitored over time to assure there are 
no adverse impacts to herring or other species? Cumulative impacts should be modeled to 
determine what potential impacts, if any, one additional pier will have. Multiple options should 
be evaluated for avoiding or minimizing artificial light impacts, and recommendations should be 
included for adaptive management program to reduce long term effects of artificial light impacts. 
 
Aquatic Vegetation 
The EIS should analyze any potential for wharf and pier installation, operations, and future 
maintenance, repair, and replacement to scour sediments or disrupt or harm aquatic vegetation or 
other benthic habitats.  How will impacts to aquatic vegetation damaged during construction or 
operations through displacement, shading, burial or scour be avoided?  
 
A Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application was submitted on April 6, 2011 that proposed 
compensation for up to 4,350 square feet of shading impacts to macroalgae.  Is this 
compensation measure still proposed?  Eelgrass is present at the site and will likely be disturbed.  
The proposed location of the macroalgae plots are too deep for eelgrass to grow. The project 
proposes to drop small to large cobble and small boulders on top of sandy substrate. The 
enhanced substrate is not conducive to eelgrass growth, and may increase the risk of attracting 
Ulva. The EIS should analyze compensation measures for aquatic vegetation based on recent 
surveys, and in coordination with DNR, WDFW, and permitting agencies.  We encourage you to 
work with us when developing a monitoring plan that contains specific performance measures 
for any mitigated aquatic vegetation survival, complete with area, density and timeline of 
expected growth trajectory and a contingency plan in the event the mitigation does not succeed.  
 
Biological Resources 
The EIS should analyze how vessels, including barges, propose to navigate or dock on the 
landward sides of the wharf, and how adverse impacts of the proposed alignment and vessel 
operations on herring, salmon, marine mammals, aquatic vegetation, and other biological 
resources and species will be mitigated.   
 
Air 
The applicant estimates the proposal will generate up to 487 vessels to the Puget Sound area 
annually (not including the tugs to support them). These vessels will likely burn fuel that may 
contribute to localized air pollution or emission of greenhouse gases. This may result in 
pollutants entering surface waters through atmospheric deposition.  
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There is also the potential for localized ocean acidification to occur. Ocean acidification has the 
potential to cause significant ecological and economic losses for Washington. The EIS should 
analyze the impacts of engine exhaust from the cargo vessels and tugs in the Cherry Point 
vicinity and within the larger airshed on marine species, sediment and water quality, including 
ocean acidification. Opportunities to reduce carbon emissions at the site should be identified to 
minimize contributions to ocean acidification of state waters. What opportunities are available to 
maximize non-fossil fuel energy along the portions of the project located on state managed land?   
 
Water 
 
Hydrological Dynamics 
The EIS should evaluate existing nearshore hydrological dynamics in the area. What is the 
potential of the overwater structure to disrupt water flow or other natural hydrological functions, 
to the beach and marine waters?  

Point and Nonpoint Discharges 
The EIS should analyze whether any stormwater, treated or untreated, point or nonpoint, or any 
other pollution sources, may enter marine waters as a result of the project. This includes 
stormwater that may be infiltrated in wetlands and seep to groundwater. How will adverse 
impacts be mitigated? The EIS should include an estimate of much rain is estimated to run off 
the wharf, trestle, and roadway, and the quality of the runoff. What are the potential, adverse 
impacts of untreated stormwater, including the roadway, from the wharf and pier on aquatic 
habitat and how will these impacts be avoided?  
 
The EIS should include a characterization of the source, quality and quantity, and analysis of 
potential impacts of all stormwater runoff generated by the entire project that may enter state 
waters, whether treated or untreated. The EIS should analyze whether the conveyer belt and other 
overwater facilities will need to be cleaned or maintained and how any runoff from the conveyor 
belt will be prevented from entering marine waters.  

The EIS should demonstrate how new point source discharge outfalls for stormwater will be 
designed to avoid or minimize individual and cumulative adverse impacts, which is required 
under the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve Management Plan.  
 
The EIS should analyze the increased risk of oil spills that may occur due to the increase in 
vessel traffic through Puget Sound. 
 
Coal train cars are typically sprayed with surfactants to reduce coal loss.  While the surfactant 
manufacturers claim that they are non-toxic to fish, there could be potential for non-lethal effects 
on fish-behavioral changes, or for deformities or other effects on fish. No shellfish data are 
available related to surfactants.  Some surfactants, most notability Corexit, the surfactant used in 
the Gulf Oil spill, have been implicated in subsequent fish and shellfish deformities. The EIS 
should identify potential impacts of surfactants on fish and wildlife, including shellfish. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
Stormwater and wastewater discharges can carry heavy metals and other pollutants that may be 
harmful to fish and wildlife. What is the individual impact, and what are the cumulative impacts 
of stormwater, other pollutants, and any other wastewater discharges generated by the project on 
marine waters, when considering all other stormwater and wastewater discharges in the Cherry 
Point vicinity? The EIS should include an ambient water toxicity study, using protocols accepted 
by Ecology and EPA to evaluate the cumulative effects of existing industrial wastewater and 
stormwater outfalls and groundwater seeps on near shore species survival and water quality.  
Caged mussel studies and/or harbor seal bioassays may be used as biological indicators of 
toxicity.  Bioaccumulation of polycyclic hydrocarbons (PAH), pentacholorophenol (PCP), and 
heavy metals in caged mussels should also be conducted, and future PAH, PCB, and heavy metal 
concentrations should be modeled based on the various alternatives being considered. 
 
Vessel Fueling and Pumpouts 
The EIS should analyze where fueling of vessels will occur. What are the adverse impacts of any 
fueling activities?  If the need for such a facility is identified in the future, how will potential, 
adverse impacts of spillage be avoided and mitigated?  The EIS should analyze where vessels 
will pump out sewage and handle gray water. Is a sewage pumpout system proposed for the 
overwater structure?  If so, how will potential spills be mitigated? 
 
Coal Dust and other Commodity Material Drift 
The EIS should analyze the amount of coal dust, large coal particles, or other commodity 
materials that may escape from the conveyor belt, the ship loader, or upland storage facilities, 
and the impacts of any escaped dust or materials on the aquatic environment. What is the 
potential for coal dust and other commodity particulates stored on the upland to enter marine 
waters indirectly by wind, surface water, or groundwater? What measures are in place to ensure 
the conveyor belt or loader does not malfunction, resulting in a spill outside the ship’s internal 
containment facilities and into marine waters?  

The EIS should analyze the potential for commodity materials to change the chemical 
environment of aquatic lands at Cherry Point, including pH. Some materials, such as inorganic 
sulfur like that found in coal, can react with chemicals in seawater to produce sulfuric acid, 
resulting in localized ocean acidification. In addition, coal particles may leach heavy metals into 
marine waters and sediments.  The highest impacts here would be nearest the terminal. What 
might be the resultant impacts on fish and wildlife, and sediment quality? Studies have 
implicated coal in oxygen depletion. What is the potential for commodity materials to contribute 
to oxygen depletion or have a smothering effect on aquatic or upland habitats? What best 
management practices will be employed to collect dust and other commodity materials that may 
land on the facilities or vessels to prevent it from being washed or blown into the water or 
tracked onto the trestle?  The EIS should describe measures to be instituted to prevent escape of 
coal dust, particles, and other materials into marine waters should a vessel collide with the 
overwater structure. 

Ballast Water 
The EIS should characterize all ballast water to be discharged into the marine environment, the 
adverse impacts of discharge, and how adverse impacts will be avoided.  Will the ballast 
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monitoring standards of the Settlement Agreement be used?  If not, how will ballast water 
quality be monitored to assure no adverse impacts to water quality over time? 
 
Invasive Species 
The EIS should analyze the potential for the project to introduce invasive species to the project 
site and Puget Sound and how will potential, adverse impacts be mitigated to prevent 
introduction. If an invasive species is found to occur on a vessel associated with the project, what 
actions will be implemented to prevent spread of the species into marine waters? 
 
Stream Passage Structures 
The rail line crosses over a stream at the Elliott Yard. The EIS should analyze the location and 
design of bridges and culverts needed for any new stream crossing. All structures should meet 
fish passage and hydraulic code requirements of the WDFW. Structures should be appropriately 
sized based of hydraulic calculations similar to those in the WDFW manual for 100-year flood 
plus debris events, regardless of fish presence.   The project proponent should consult with 
WDFW and use appropriately sized round culverts on non-fish bearing streams and open bottom 
culverts or bridges for crossings on fish streams.   
 

Built Environment  
 
Environmental Health  
 
Toxic Chemicals 
The EIS should analyze the need for safeguards to prevent potential release of toxic chemicals 
associated with construction and future maintenance of cast-in-place concrete of the wharf and 
trestle. Will treated wood be used? What materials will be used for fenders? Some fender 
materials have the potential to leach PAHs or other toxic pollutants; please analyze how potential 
impacts will be avoided and minimized. 
 
The project proposal will add to existing sidings at Elliot Yard.  Historic siding locations have 
contributed to soil contamination due to petroleum and hazardous materials spills or leaks from 
short and long term sided trains and cars. The EIS should analyze the impacts to ground and 
surface water, soil and adjacent wetlands from the expansion of the Elliot Yard, and evaluate 
mitigation measures that reduce and prevent the potential for short and long term impacts to 
ground and surface water, soil, and wetlands from cumulative hazardous material buildup.  We 
encourage the proponent to work with DNR to establish these measures to ensure they meet 
DNR requirements. 
 
Land and Shoreline Use  

Sea Level Rise 
The EIS should analyze how many pilings will be installed and the construction methods, design, 
and materials to be used. How will the structure be designed to function at current and forecast 
sea levels based on most recent predictions from the ‘Sea Level Rise for the Coasts of California, 
Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future’ (June 2012). 
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Transportation  
 
Marine Vessels 
The EIS should include a detailed vessel traffic analysis and assessment of traffic management 
needs.  The analysis should provide information on vessel drift, ballast water management, 
frequency of entry, egress, and moorage time anticipated for the different types of vessels and 
sizes of vessels, and their potential impact on the marine environment (including aquatic natural 
resources).  It should be based on a robust model that relies on the most recent United States 
Coast Guard vessel tracking system data for all of the Salish Sea, including existing or projected 
traffic from adjacent industrial facilities, the shipping terminals in BC, and nonindustrial vessels. 
The analysis should allow for comparison and aggregation with the BP vessel study.  The scope 
of the study should include all of the northern Salish Sea, and not just the Cherry Point area.  The 
study should evaluate multiple alternatives for reducing potential incidents.  
 
The EIS should analyze the impacts of the increased vessel traffic, size of the vessels, and 
proposed vessel routes on fish and wildlife species and their habitats. The impacts of projected 
vessel traffic generated by the project on herring pre-spawning and spawning behavior should be 
analyzed. How will vessel operations be conducted during herring pre-spawning and spawning 
season to prevent impacts to herring? What are the cumulative impacts of projected vessel traffic 
generated by the project, and projected traffic for the region, on herring pre-spawning and 
spawning behavior, marine mammals, and other species? What are the impacts due to the 
increase in noise expected to occur within the Cherry Point area from increased vessel traffic 
approaching and leaving the facility? The EIS should also analyze the potential for vessel strikes 
to marine species in or adjacent to the Cherry Point Aquatic Reserve and how will they be 
avoided.  

The EIS should analyze the potential for the project’s proposed vessel operations to adversely 
impact or interfere with adjacent industrial operations, including facility access. If a vessel can’t 
access one of the facilities and has to moor temporarily, how might this affect other industrial 
operations, vessels transiting through the Straits, or the risk of collision? 

The EIS should analyze the potential for proposed vessel operations to interfere or tangle with 
crab pots and other fishing gear and result in an increase in derelict fish gear.  

The greatly increased ship activity has the potential to impact sediment quality.  Diesel burning 
by the ships can create greenhouse gases, PAHs and dioxins, which can contribute to localized 
ocean acidification as well as contaminate the sediments in the area through atmospheric 
deposition, especially if diesel fuel is burned while the container ships are idling while at the 
terminal. The EIS should analyze the cumulative impacts of engine exhaust from the cargo 
vessels and tugs, and upland machinery operations, and the potential for pollutants to enter Puget 
Sound and Pacific coast surface waters from atmospheric deposition, or from vessel machinery, 
or loading operations.  
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Historical and Cultural Preservation 
The EIS should analyze impacts of construction and operations (including future maintenance, 
repair, and replacement) on cultural resources and tribal use. This analysis should be completed 
for the aquatic lands, the uplands areas subject to Forest Practices Permits, and the Elliott Yard 
easement area. 
 
Recreation 
What are the potential, adverse impacts of the project on existing public use and access, 
including recreational shellfish harvest? How will any impacts be mitigated? 
 
Agricultural Crops 
The EIS should analyze adverse impacts of the project on commercial shellfish harvest. 
 
Natural Resources 
 
Forests 
As previously mentioned, the DNR Forest Practices Program is responsible for the 
implementation of the state’s Forest Practices Act and rules (Chapter 76.09 RCW and Chapter 
222, WAC). The rules provide the framework for the protection of public resources on all state 
and private forest land and are a responsibility of forest landowners, timber owners and operators 
when conducting forest practices activities.  The project proponent will be required to obtain a 
forest practices permit for the conversion of forest to an industrial site 
 
The DNR Urban and Community Forestry Program provides technical, educational, and 
financial assistance to encourage planting and maintenance and management of trees in the 
state's municipalities and counties and maximize the potential of tree and vegetative cover in 
improving the quality of the environment as codified in Chapter 76.15, RCW. DNR is the 
coordinator for the 2008 Evergreen Communities Act, which promotes healthy communities and 
urban forests. Urban forests have been identified as a valuable and potentially powerful tool to 
support economically viable and sustainable urban areas in Washington State (Dept. of 
Commerce, June 2009).  
 
Additionally, DNR is coordinating the Urban Forestry Restoration Project (UFRP) to increase 
the health of urban forest in the Puget Sound Basin by providing funding to local governments to 
help restore ecosystem services through urban forest enhancements.  Funding for the URFP is 
provided for in Engrossed Senate Bill 5127 (Capital Jobs Bill). Several communities in Whatcom 
County and the Puget Sound Basin receive assistance from DNR’s urban and community 
forestry program and are participants in the ECA.  Existing tracks bisect many of these 
communities and the proposed terminal site is considered a fragmented forest.   
 
The project proponent should analyze or consider potential impacts to urban forests and ongoing 
restoration activities in Whatcom County and the Puget Sound Basin.  Analysis of impacts 
should include, but should not be limited to: analyzing effects of permanent removal of urban 
and fragmented forests for new facilities and additional rail sidings; analyzing rail traffic 
increases along existing rail feeder tracks that may create fine particulates (dust)from the 
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shipping of bulk dry goods that may coat plant leaf area leading to a reduction of  plant 
photosynthesis and respiration ability resulting in a decrease in urban forest health;  analysis of 
forest health at the site and opportunities for improvement through restoration and enhancement 
activities.   
  
Public Services and utilities  
The existing rail system at Elliot Yard currently has 6 yard tracks and one mainline track within 
the easement area.  The proposal would add one additional mainline and two yard tracks within 
the existing easement area for a total of 10 tracks.  Total acreage in current permanent easement 
for “railroad purposes” is approximately 14.55 acres with a width of 240’ and centerline length 
of 2648.73’. There is also a wetland mitigation easement connected to the SW portion of the 
railroad easement which is 2.6 acres (410’ x 280’).   
 
The EIS should analyze whether the area of the easement would need to be increased to 
accommodate the construction, operation, and any future maintenance activities.  This includes 
but is not limited to: all excavation of material, placement of construction materials and tracks, 
equipment movement and placement of equipment. The EIS should analyze how state resources, 
including wetlands and forests within and outside the easement area, will be protected. Will the 
project require re-configuring of existing wetlands? How will the wetlands mitigation easement 
be affected? 

Fire Risk 
The EIS should analyze additional wildlife risk for lands covered by DNR fire suppression 
responsibilities for the site location and along existing railways that will anticipate increased 
traffic. It is critical that all fire prevention laws and rules of the state be adhered to by 
construction contractors during facility clearing or construction, maintenance or use to prevent 
unnecessary risk to life and natural resources. The presence of additional rail sidings creates 
increased risk of wildfire through the use and maintenance of the siding. Chapter 76.04, RCW 
and Chapter 332-24, WAC provide contractor requirements regarding landowner and operator 
responsibilities related to fire prevention and fire hazard abatement. The EIS should identify all 
reasonable measures to prevent and minimize the start and spread of fire on to adjacent forested 
areas.  Measures should include ensuring all vehicles carry a fire extinguisher of at least a 5 B/C 
rating and a serviceable shovel, following construction site safety operating procedures which 
should include compliance with the substantive requirements of  Chapter 332-24-301, WAC 
(Industrial restrictions) and Chapter 332-24-405, WAC (Spark emitting requirements). 
 
 
IMPACTS TO STATE MANAGED LANDS IN THE PUGET SOUND REGION 
 
Natural Environment  
 
Air 
The EIS should analyze the adverse impacts of engine exhaust from the cargo vessels and tugs 
and its potential to enter Puget Sound and Pacific Coast surface waters from atmospheric 
deposition, including sediment quality, water quality, and localized ocean acidification. It should 
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also include analysis of the additional fossil fuels generated by the additional trains traveling 
over state managed lands and identify measures to reduce the project’s carbon footprint. 
 
Water 
The EIS should evaluate the ways in which coal dust and other particulates may escape the train 
cars and enter Puget Sound surface waters, including wind, stormwater, and spills. 
 
Plants and Animals 
The EIS should analyze how the increase in traffic of large vessels may affect fish and wildlife, 
including migration, rearing, foraging, and spawning. 

The existing rail system is located adjacent to the shoreline along much of Puget Sound, which is 
subject to frequent landslides. The EIS should analyze whether rail corridors may need to expand 
onto state-owned aquatic lands along other areas of Puget Sound to accommodate the project.  If 
so, how much right-of-way onto state-owned aquatic lands is estimated to be required?  What are 
the potential impacts of increasing the number of tracks on aquatic and uplands habitats managed 
by the State? 

Built Environment  
 
Environmental Health  
The EIS should analyze the increased risk of oil spills that may occur due to the increase in 
vessel traffic through Puget Sound. 
 
The EIS should analyze the potential impacts of increasing the number of tracks on aquatic and 
uplands habitats managed by the State along the existing rail corridor, or any alternative 
corridors that may be needed, including, but not limited to: habitat, cultural resources, water 
quality, and wetlands. Please refer to the previous comments regarding sidings and hazardous 
materials. 
 
Please refer to the previous comments related to fire risk. 
 
Natural Resources 
 
Conservation Lands 
DNR manages a statewide system of conservation lands, protecting some of the best remaining 
natural areas in Washington.  These sites contribute to region-wide biodiversity conservation, 
while serving as baseline reference sites to guide the management of less pristine lands.   
The EIS should analyze the potential impact on DNR Natural Resource Conservation Areas 
(NRCAs) and Natural Area Preserves along the rail corridor.  
 
Please refer to the comments regarding the DNR Urban, Community, and Fragmented Forests 
program. The EIS should analyze impacts of forests that may be impacted due to expansion of 
the rail lines on state managed lands along the entire rail corridor.  
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IMPACTS TO STATE MANAGED LANDS STATEWIDE 
 
Natural Environment 
 
Earth 
Please refer to the comments on geological hazards. Any expansion of rail lines over state 
managed lands should provide the recommended geological hazard analysis. 
 
Plants and Animals 
 
Rail Corridor Expansion 
The existing rail system is located directly adjacent to the shoreline along the Columbia River, 
and other state managed rivers. The EIS should analyze how much right-of-way onto state-
owned aquatic lands is estimated to be required to accommodate the increase in train traffic. 
What are the potential impacts?  
 
What expansion of rail corridors is estimated to be needed on state-managed uplands throughout 
the state?  How much right-of-way is estimated to be needed for each area? How will impacts to 
habitats be minimized and mitigated? 
 
Stream Passage Structures 
Please refer to the earlier comments regarding stream passage structures. Any new crossings on 
state managed lands will need to be consistent with WDFW requirements.  
 
Habitat Conservation Plan 
Washington’s Trust Lands Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) is an ecosystem-based forest 
management plan developed by DNR to provide habitat for species such as the Northern spotted 
owl, marbled murrelet, and riparian-dependent species such as salmon and bull trout. The HCP is 
a contract with the United State Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Ocean and 
Atmospheric Admiration (NOAA) providing protections for species listed as ‘threatened’ or 
‘endangered’ under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). The HCP applies to 1.8 million 
acres of forested State Trust lands within the range of the Northern Spotted Owl.   Under the 
HCP DNR was issued an Incidental Take Permit (ITP).   
 
The EIS should analyze impacts on lands covered by DNR’s HCP to demonstrate and document 
that the construction of a new facility near DNR managed lands and site expansion of existing 
facilities (railroad rights of way) on DNR managed lands will not adversely affect the agreement 
and the commitments made in the HCP, thereby affecting covered species.  Additionally, it 
would be helpful for USFWS Section 10 representatives familiar with the upland HCP to be 
involved in any discussion with USFWS regarding DNR managed lands.  
 
Water Quality  
The EIS should analyze how much right-of-way onto state-owned aquatic lands is estimated to 
be required to accommodate the increase in trains? What are the potential impacts to water 
quality? Where relevant, the EIS should review existing studies from other parts of the country.  
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Natural Resources  
 
Conservation Lands 
The EIS should analyze the potential impact on DNR Natural Resource Conservation Areas 
Natural Area Preserves along the rail corridor. DNR can provide information on location of these 
upon request.  
 
Biomass and Renewable Energy 
Washington’s forests have an abundant, renewable supply of woody biomass. Using some of this 
material for liquid transportation fuel, heating, and electrical power generation will play an 
important role in Washington’s emerging green economy and help to address climate 
change.  DNR’s forest biomass initiative is occurring against a backdrop of existing state and 
federal policy direction, which act as guides to the emerging industry and signal opportunities for 
future expansion. The proposal states the new terminal would be used to ship dry bulk goods 
including coal. 
 
The EIS should analyze the socio-economic impact to the Washington State biomass industry 
development of renewable fuel alternatives.  The analysis should consider if increasing coal 
exports will delay the Washington state and regional biomass-to-fuel research and infrastructure 
investments in green technology and jobs, and if a new dry bulk terminal increases opportunities 
in infrastructure investments in green technology and jobs by providing a terminal to ship bulk 
dried biomass fuel pellets. 
 
Built Environment  
 
Environmental Health 
Please refer to earlier comment related to siding locations. Any expansion of rail corridors on 
state managed lands to support the project should analyze the potential for soil contamination 
and include mitigation measures that reduce and prevent the potential for short and long term 
impacts to ground and surface water, soil, and wetlands from cumulative hazardous material 
buildup.   
 
Land and Shoreline Use 
How might the addition of 18 trains of 1.5 miles in length affect DNR’s agricultural and 
commercial lessees’ lands and the ability to get their commodities to the market? 
 
What affect could increase in coal dust have on the health or productivity of forest and crops 
located on or directly adjacent to DNR managed lands? 
 
Public Services and utilities  
 
Fire Risk 
Please refer to the previous comments regarding analysis of fire risks. Analysis and proposed 
mitigation measures should be undertaken that will anticipate increased traffic. Train cars 
carrying coal are not covered because of spontaneous combustion risks. The EIS should analyze 
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the potential increased risk of explosion and resulting wildfire from the addition of 18 trains per 
day through or adjacent to forest lands. 
 
The trains may be up to 1.5 miles long, which could block street crossings. What is the potential 
impact of the increase and length of trains on DNR’s ability to respond to wildfires? 
 
Management of DNR Lands 
What would be the impact of bifurcation of state-managed lands due to rail corridor expansion 
on DNR’s ability to manage these lands? What alternative alignments could prevent this 
bifurcation? 
 
Agricultural Crops 
DNR manages approximately 1.1 million acres of agriculture land in the State.  Commodities 
from these lands are typical with Washington grown products: tree fruit, grains, row crops, and 
cattle.   In fiscal year 2011, $13 million in revenue was generated from the leasing of DNR 
manage agriculture lands.  The lessees of these lands rely on transportation infrastructure such as 
highways and railways to move commodities to regional destinations or ports bound for 
international trade.  The 2006 Statewide Rail Capacity and System Needs Study commissioned 
by the Washington State Transportation Commission identified several limiting factors regarding 
rail use and growth in the State.  Specifically, the study highlights capacity issues on existing rail 
partly due to increases on Class I railroads in long-haul bulk and intermodal trains arriving from 
or departing to the mid-west and other states. According to the study, long-haul trains tend to be 
more profitable for rail companies and hence create an economic barrier for Class II short-haul 
trains that typically transport state grown agriculture goods and link to Class I railways.  The 
report states: “The railroads are focusing on high-volume and long-haul services, but the state’s 
industrial and agricultural shippers also need low volume and short-haul services”.   
 
The EIS should analyze impacts from increases in long-haul or intermodal trains to the proposed 
terminal and to the Washington State agriculture industries.  Analysis should include, but not be 
limited to: socio-economic impacts to DNR agriculture revenues; potential for reduced crop 
productivity associated with coal dust particles; limits on access for purposes of managing DNR 
lands; reductions in the ability for producers to move goods to international ports due to 
increased congestion; and, opportunities to improve rail infrastructure. Mitigation measures 
should be identified. 
 
The EIS should also analyze the impacts of coal dust on forests, agricultural crops, and other 
commercial uses of state managed lands throughout all rail corridors that would be used to move 
commodities going to the marine terminal. Studies have demonstrated significant amounts of 
coal dust may blow off coal train cars during transit. 









 

 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY & HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
1063 S. Capitol Way, Suite 106  �  Olympia, Washington 98501 

Mailing address:  PO Box 48343  �  Olympia, Washington 98504-8343   
(360) 586-3065  �   Fax Number (360) 586-3067  �  Website:  www.dahp.wa.gov  

 

November 28, 2012 

Mr. Randel Perry 

Regulatory Branch 

Seattle District, Corps of Engineers 

PO Box 3755 

Seattle, Washington 98124-3755 

      Re: Gateway Pacific Terminal & Custer Spur Project 

      Log No:  092611-10-COE-S 

Dear Mr. Perry: 

 

We want to thank you and Ms. Jodi Ketelsen for providing the Agency Scoping NEPA/SEPA documents 

for the proposed Gateway Pacific Terminal & Custer Spur Project Modification in Washington. 

 

We offer the following comments for consideration in developing the Environmental Impact Statement: 

 

• We believe a robust cultural resources study effort is necessary given the known and potential 

archaeological, historic, and traditional cultural resources documented in the identified Study 

Area. 

 

• We are supportive of the Agencies identification of Cultural Resources as a Topic in the List of 

Commitments.  

 

• Given this recognition of the importance of cultural resources, we believe to effectively craft the 

contents of the Cultural Resources section, will require the agencies to implement a proactive 

consultation plan to assure all the affected communities are identified early and are offered an 

informed consultation regarding the cultural resources that are at risk and methods to avoid, 

minimize, or mitigate impacts.  

 

•  This especially includes the Rail Routes in Washington State identified in your presentation and the 

potential impact upon National Register listed or eligible historic districts, Main Street program 

communities, and those jurisdictions with local historic preservation programs (i.e. Certified Local 

Governments) that may have locally designated historic properties located along the routes and the 

potential socioeconomic impacts to these resources. This analysis should examine both short and 

long-term effects of the construction and operation of the rail routes upon the viability and 

livability of affected areas. 
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• The scope of this project and the associated train traffic poses unique issues in developing the scope 

of the cultural resource studies including the need to address communities across the state that will 

witness changes in rail traffic including additional track right of way, spurs, and the associated  

impact from such train traffic including direct and indirect impacts such as vibration to historic 

structures, impact such as noise and traffic upon historic districts, and the impact to archaeological 

and historic properties due to accidents. This information will be critical in considering the 

development of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Section 106 / National Historic 

Preservation Act compliance. 

 

• We would appreciate receiving any correspondence or comments from concerned tribes or other 

parties that you receive as you consult under the requirements of 36CFR800.4(a)(4).  

 

 

These comments are based on the information available at the time of this review and on the behalf of the 

State Historic Preservation Officer in conformance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act and its implementing regulations 36CFR800.  Should additional information become available, our 

assessment may be revised.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment and a copy of these comments 

should be included in subsequent environmental documents. 

 

       Sincerely, 

        
       Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D. 

       State Archaeologist 

       (360) 586-3080 

        email: rob.whitlam@dahp.wa.gov 
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State of Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 
P.O. Box 1100, 111 Sherman St. (physical address), La Conner, Washington 98257-9612 

 
1/17/2013 
 
Gateway Pacific EIS, c/o CH2M HILL 
1100 112th Avenue NE 
Suite 400 
Bellevue, WA 98004 
 
SUBJECT:   WDFW Scoping Comments – Gateway Pacific Terminal/Custer Spur   
  Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear CH2M HILL, 
 
The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife provide the following EIS scoping 
comments for your consideration.   
 

WDFW’S REGULATORY AUTHORITY  
Chapter RCW 77.55.021 Hydraulic Code  
Chapter WAC 220-110 Hydraulic Code Rules 
Chapter RCW 77.120 Ballast Water 
Chapter WAC 220-150 Ballast Water Rules 
 

GATEWAY PACIFIC TERMINAL  
UPLAND FACILITY  

UPLAND FACILITY DESIGN  
1.  Streams  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the proposed upland facility will impact the existing riparian 
 corridors, stream habitat, and stream hydrology at the project site.  
Studies Needed 
 a. Hydraulic analysis of existing streams. 
 b. Baseline estimate of existing stream habitat and functions. 
 c. Baseline estimate of existing riparian habitat and functions. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the project site. 
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Mitigations 
a. The upland facility will be designed to minimize, avoid, and reduce impacts to the 
baseline habitats and functions.  
b. A mitigation plan will be developed and included in the facility design to replace the 
baseline habitats and functions that are unavoidably impacted, including compensation 
for temporal loss of function if needed.   
c. Construction BMPs to protect the baseline habitats and functions will be developed 
during the design phase.  
e. A post construction monitoring plan will be developed for a keystone habitat attribute 
and fish species. 

References 
 a. WAC 220-110 
 b. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 c. WDFW Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines, 2012. 
 c. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
2.  Wetlands 
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the proposed upland facility will impact existing wetlands at 
 the project site.  
Studies Needed 
 Wetland Determination and Delineation. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 

a. The upland facility will be designed to minimize, avoid, and reduce impacts to the 
baseline wetland habitats and functions.  
b. A mitigation plan will be developed to replace the baseline wetland habitats and 
functions that are unavoidably impacted.   
c. Wetlands and Habitat Mitigation Plan required in the Settlement Agreement Pacific 
International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit (SA) 2.1, Appendix A 
d. The upland facility design will included the mitigations necessary to replace the 
baseline wetland habitats and functions that are unavoidably impacted.    
e. Construction BMPs to protect the wetland habitats and functions will be developed 
during the design phase.  
f. A post construction monitoring plan will be developed for a representative onsite 
wetland. 
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References 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Preliminary Conceptual Compensatory Mitigation Plan, PIT, 2011 
 c. Wetland Determination and Delineation Gateway Pacific Terminal Property Whatcom 
 County, WA.  2008. AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 
 d. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 e. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 

 
3.  Wildlife  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the proposed upland facility has the potential to adversely 
 affect habitats or species considered by WDFW to be priority habitats and species (PHS), 
 which may be present within the terrestrial environment of the proposed facility. 
Studies Needed 
 The terrestrial environment within the proposed project site should be surveyed for the 
 presence of WDFW PHS.  Surveys should include an inventory of all PHS present on the 
 proposed project site and should, at a minimum, include population numbers, 
 distribution, and (as applicable) an account of life history stages and/or seasons in which 
 priority species are present. 
Impact/Study Area 
 The study area should encompass the entire terrestrial environment where the proposed 
 upland facility is to be constructed.  
Mitigations 
 a. Design upland facility to minimize impacts to Priority Habitats and Species within the 
 study area.  
 b. Incorporate noise abatement, coal dust management, pollution control, stormwater 
 management and spill response planning into the design of the upland facility. 
References  
 a. WDFW Priority Habitats and Species List. 
 b. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats. 
 c. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Species. 
 
4.  Fish  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the proposed upland facility will impact fish species that 
 may be present in the streams at the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 a. Monthly fish sampling in project site streams for a one year period.  
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 b. Conduct a stream habitat assessment for each stream at the project site. 
Impact/Study Area  
 Streams within the upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations  

a. The upland facility will be designed to minimize, avoid, and reduce impacts to the 
baseline stream habitats and functions.  
b. A mitigation plan will be developed to replace the baseline stream habitats and 
functions beneficial to fish life that are unavoidably impacted including riparian corridor 
functions.  
c. The upland facility design will included the mitigations necessary to replace the 
baseline stream habitats and functions beneficial to fish life that are unavoidably 
impacted.    
d. Construction BMPs to protect fish life will be developed during the design phase if 
necessary.  
e. A contingency mitigation plan will be developed during the design phase to 
compensate for mitigation actions that do not perform satisfactorily, as defined during the 
design phase.  

References  
 a. WAC 220-110 
 b. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 c. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 d. WDFW Stream Habitat Guidelines, Chapter 3, 2012. 
 e. WDFW Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines, 2012. 
  
5.  Coal Dust  
Impact Statement   
 WDFW is concerned that the coal dust generated during the transfer and storage 
 operations at the upland facility will impact habitats and functions of the existing streams 
 and wetlands at the project site.  
Studies Needed 
 Review of literature documenting successful coal dust management strategies.  
Impact/Study Area  
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. The upland facility will be designed to minimize coal dust escaping the transfer and 
 storage areas. 
 b. BMPs for managing coal dust at the upland facility will be identified during the design 
 phase. 
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c. A post construction monitoring plan will be developed to measure the deposition of 
coal dust at increasing distances from the coal storage and transfer area. 
d. A contingency mitigation plan will be developed during the design phase to 
compensate for mitigation actions that do not perform satisfactorily, as defined during the 
design phase.  

References  
 a. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 
6.  Noise  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the noise from proposed upland facility will impact Priority 
 Habitats and Species (PHS) that may be present at the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 Review of literature documenting successful noise reduction strategies for upland  bulk 
 commodity transfer facilities.  
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. The upland facility will be designed to minimize noise from the transfer and storage 
 areas. 
 b. BMPs for managing noise at the upland facility will be developed during the design 
 phase. 
References 
 a. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 b. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
7.  Stormwater  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the stormwater runoff from the constructed facility will impact 
 the wetland, streams and marine environment at and in the vicinity of the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 None 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the proposed project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. A Stormwater Management Plan will be developed in accordance with Whatcom 
 County Standards, DOE Stormwater Guidelines, and Appendix F of the Settlement 
 Agreement (SA 2.8.c) during the design phase. 
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 b. The upland facility will be designed to include the stormwater management elements 
 identified in the Stormwater Management Plan. 
 c. Construction BMPs to manage stormwater will be developed during the design phase.  

d. A post construction monitoring plan will be developed to measure compliance with 
stormwater requirements.  
e. A contingency plan will be developed during the design phase to compensate for 
stormwater management elements that do not perform satisfactorily, as defined during the 
design phase.  

References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Whatcom County Development Standards. 
 c. Washington State Department of Ecology Stormwater Guidelines. 
   
UPLAND FACILITY CONSTRUCTION 
1.  Streams  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that construction of the proposed upland facility will impact the 
 existing riparian habitat, stream habitat and stream hydrology at the project site.  
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement construction BMPs developed during design phase.WAC 220-110. 
 b. Implement the mitigations necessary to replace the baseline habitats and functions that 
 are unavoidably impacted.  
References  
 a. RCW 77.55.021 
 b. WAC 220-110 
 c. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 d. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 e. WDFW Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines, 2012. 
 
2.  Wetlands  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that construction activities associated with the proposed upland 
 facility will impact the existing wetland habitats at the project site.  
Studies Needed 
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 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations  
 a. Implement requirements of the Wetlands and Habitat Mitigation Plan developed during 
 the design phase.   SA Section 2.1, Appendix A. 
 b. Implement construction BMPs developed during design phase to protect wetland 
 habitats and functions. 
 c. Implement the mitigations necessary to replace the baseline wetland habitats and 
 functions that are unavoidably impacted.    
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23 
 b. Preliminary Conceptual Compensatory Mitigation Plan, PIT, 2011 
 c. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 d. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
  
3.  Wildlife  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the construction of the proposed upland facility has the 
 potential to disturb or displace Priority Habitats and Species, which may be present 
 within the terrestrial environment of the proposed facility.  
Studies Needed 
 None 
Impact/Study Area 
 The study area should encompass the terrestrial environment where the proposed upland 
 facility is to be constructed and include areas impacted during facility construction. This 
 should include layout and staging areas, and areas adjacent to the construction site that 
 will be affected by noise, vibrations, runoff, or other potential “off-site” impacts 
 potentially affected during project construction.  
Mitigations   
 a. Implement BMPs that reduce and minimize the potential disturbance or displacement 
 of Priority Habitats and Species. 
 b. Optimize project timing and construction sequencing, minimize staging area footprint, 
 and utilize standard construction best management practice to reduce, minimize or avoid 
 impacts to Priority Habitats and Species. 
References  
 a. WDFW Priority Habitats and Species List 
 b. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats 
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 c. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Species 
 
4.  Fish  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the construction activities associated with the proposed upland 
 facility will impact fish species that may be present in the streams at the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Streams at the upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement construction BMPs developed during design phase. WAC 220-110. 
 b. Implement the mitigations necessary to replace the baseline habitats and 
 functions that are unavoidably impacted.    
References  
 a. RCW 77.55.021 
 b. WAC 220-110 
 c. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 d. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 e. WDFW Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines, 2012. 
 
5.  Noise  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the noise of the construction activities associated with the 
 upland facility will impact keystone PHS species that may be present at the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement construction BMPs developed during design phase to reduce noise related 
 impacts to keystone PHS habitats and species at the project site. 
 b. Construct the upland facility features designed to minimize noise from the 
 operation of the transfer and storage areas. 
References  
 a. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
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6.   Stormwater 
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the stormwater runoff during the construction of the upland 
 facility will impact the wetland, streams and marine environment at and in the vicinity of 
 the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 None 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the proposed project site. 
 Mitigations 
 a. Construct the upland facility features designed to manage stormwater from the upland 
 site.  
 b. Implement the construction BMPs identified in the design phase to manage stormwater 
 during the construction phase.  
References  
 a. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
  
 UPLAND FACILITY OPERATION  
1.  Streams  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that operation of the proposed upland facility will impact the 
 existing streams and stream hydrology at the project site.  
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement the monitoring plan for a keystone stream habitat attribute developed 
 during design phase.  
 c. Monitoring the mitigations constructed to replace the baseline habitats and 
 functions that are unavoidably impacted.   
 b. Implement the contingency elements of the monitoring plan as required.  
References  
 None. 
 
2.  Wetlands  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that operation of the proposed upland facility will impact the 
 existing wetland habitats at the project site.  
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Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations  
 a. Implement the requirements of the Wetlands and Habitat Mitigation Plan developed 
 during  the design phase. SA Section 2.1, Appendix A. 
 b. Monitor the mitigations constructed to replace the baseline habitats and  functions that 
 are unavoidably impacted.   
 d. Implement the contingency elements of the monitoring plan as required. 
 e. Implement the monitoring plan for a keystone stream habitat attribute developed 
 during  design phase. 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23 
 b. Preliminary Conceptual Compensatory Mitigation Plan, PIT, 2011 
 
3.  Wildlife  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the operation of the proposed upland facility has the potential 
 to adversely affect habitats or species considered by WDFW to be “Priority Habitats and 
 Species”, which may be present within the terrestrial environment of the proposed 
 facility.  
Studies Needed 
 Long-term monitoring (see mitigations below). 
Impact/Study Area  
 The study area should encompass the terrestrial environment where upland facility 
 operations are to be conducted and areas adjacent to the proposed facility that could be 
 affected by noise, vibrations, runoff, or other potential “off-site” impacts associated with 
 facility operation. 
Mitigations 
 a. Conduct post-construction monitoring of Priority Habitats and Species within study 
 area. 
 b. Implement noise abatement, coal dust management, pollution control, stormwater 
 management and spill response plans that minimize impacts to Priority Habitats and 
 Species present at the upland area of the project site.   
References  
 a. WDFW Priority Habitats and Species List 
 b. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats 
 c. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Species 
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4.  Fish  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the operations of the proposed upland facility will impact 
 fish species that may be present in the streams at the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area  
 Streams at the upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations  

 a. Monitor the mitigations constructed to replace the baseline stream habitats and 
functions beneficial to fish life that are unavoidably impacted.  

 b. Implement the contingency elements of the monitoring plan as required. 
References  
 None. 
 
5.  Coal Dust  
 Impact Statement   
 WDFW is concerned that the coal dust generated during the transfer and storage 
 operations at the upland facility will impact habitats and functions of the existing streams 
 and wetlands at the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 None.  
Impact/Study Area  
 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement the BMPs for managing coal dust at the upland facility that were identified 
 during the design phase. 

b. Implement the post construction monitoring plan for coal dust that was developed 
during the design phase.  

 c. Implement the contingency elements of the monitoring plan as required.  
References  
 None. 
 
6.  Noise  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the noise from the operation of the proposed upland facility 
 will impact Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) that may be present at the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 None.  
Impact/Study Area 
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 Upland area of the project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement the BMPs for managing noise at the upland facility developed during the 
 design  phase. 
References 
 None. 
 
7.  Stormwater 
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the stormwater runoff from the constructed facility will impact 
 the wetland, streams and marine environment at and in the vicinity of the project site. 
Studies Needed 
 None 
Impact/Study Area 
 Upland area of the proposed project site. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement the Stormwater Management Plan developed in accordance with Whatcom 
 County Standards, DOE Stormwater Guidelines, and Appendix F of the Settlement 
 Agreement (SA 2.8.c) during the design phase. 
 b. Implement the post construction monitoring plan developed during the design phase to 
 measure compliance with local and state stormwater requirements.   
 c. Implement the contingency elements of the monitoring plan as required. 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Whatcom County Development Standards 
 c. Washington State Department of Ecology Stormwater Guidelines 

 
 

MARINE FACILITY 
MARINE TRESTLE/WHARF DESIGN 
1.  Marine Vegetation - Shading   
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the shadow cast by the proposed trestle/conveyor structure will 
 potentially impact marine vegetation at the project site including eelgrass and macro 
 algae species. 
Studies Needed 
 a. Update the trestle/conveyor design to avoid marine vegetation impacts. SA 2.6a 
 b. Evaluate the shadow for the updated trestle/conveyor design. 
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 c. Baseline Survey – Immediately update the marine vegetation survey consistent with 
 WDFW’s Marine Vegetation Survey Protocols for the purpose of impact assessment. 
 d. Baseline Survey – Update the marine vegetation distribution in relation to the final 
 trestle design within 2 years of initiating trestle construction activities. SA 2.6.b  
 e. Post Construction Monitoring Plan - SA 2.2.b.2, Appendix B SA  
Impact/Study Area 
 The impact area for the shadow cast by the proposed trestle/conveyor structure needs to 
 include the composite shadow footprint of the trestle for March 21, June 21 and 
 September 21.   
Mitigations 
 a. Deck Grating – Trestle design will incorporate grating or other light transmission 
 structures along sections of the trestle roadway surface from OHW to -25 (MLLW = 
 0.00).  SA 2.6.d 
 b. Trestle Alignment – Trestle aligned to avoid potential shading of eelgrass and reduce 
 potential shading of macro algae species. SA 2.6.a 
 c. Trestle Height and Piling Configuration – The height and piling configuration of the 
 trestle structure designed to enhance light refraction and diffusion under and around the 
 structure and in particular in the marine vegetation zone between OHW and -25 
 (MLLW=0.00).  SA 2.6.c 
 d. Trestle Reflective Paint – Commercially available light reflective coating on underside 
 of the trestle in macroalgae zone. SA 2.6.f 
 e. Macro Algae Mitigation   
  1. Phase 1 Mitigation Site identified and constructed prior trestle construction –  
  SA 2.2.b.1, Appendix B.  
  2. Phase 2 Site Identification – SA 2.2.b.1, Appendix B. 
  3. Mitigation Site Monitoring Plan – SA 2.2.b.2, Appendix B. 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. WDFW’s Eelgrass/Macroalgae Habitat Interim Survey Guidelines 2008 
 c. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 d. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
2.  Juvenile Salmon  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the shadow cast by the proposed trestle structure will 
 potentially disrupt the marine nearshore migration of juvenile salmonids.  
Studies Needed  
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 a. Document monthly juvenile salmon presence in the marine intertidal and shallow sub-
 tidal areas of the project site for a period of one year.   
 b. Regional Risk Assessment. SA 5.c, Appendix L 
Impact/Study Area   
 The marine intertidal and sub-tidal bedland area leased by PIT from DNR for the 
 proposed PIT marine terminal. 
Mitigations 
 a. Deck Grating – Trestle design will incorporate grating or other light    
 transmission structures along sections of the trestle roadway surface from OHW to -25 
 (MLLW = 0.00).  SA 2.6.d 
 b. Trestle Alignment – Trestle aligned north-south to maximize sunlight penetration 
 under the proposed trestle structure.  
 c. Trestle Height and Piling Configuration – The height and piling configuration of the 
 trestle structure designed to enhance light refraction and diffusion under and around the 
 structure.  SA 2.6.c 
 d. Trestle Reflective Paint – Commercially available light reflective coating on underside 
 of the trestle in macroalgae zone. SA 2.6.f 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 c. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
3.  Herring  
Impact Statements 
 a. General Impact Statement - WDFW is concerned that the proposed trestle/wharf 
 structures will disrupt the near shore movement, schooling and spawning of the Cherry 
 Point herring stock in the immediate vicinity of the proposed PIT port facility. 
 
 b. Wharf Alignment Impact Statement – WDFW is concerned that the presence and 
 operation of the trestle/wharf structure in the preferred onshore migration corridor will 
 disrupt pre-spawner staging behavior and onshore migration behavior of the Cherry Point 
 herring stock.  
 
 c. Wharf Lighting Impact Statement - WDFW is concerned that the trestle and wharf 
 lighting will disrupt the pre-spawner staging behavior and onshore migration behavior of 
 the Cherry Point herring stock.   
Studies Needed 
 a. Herring Monitoring Program – SA 2.3.a, Appendix C. 
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 b. Implement Herring Monitoring Program - Pre construction and post construction 
 herring monitoring – SA 2.3.b, Appendix C. 
 c. Monitoring Results – Draft monitoring reports will be distributed to State Agencies and 
 WEC no later than 90 day after each season’s monitoring - SA 2.3.c, Appendix C. 
 d. Update trestle design to avoid impacts to herring dispersion.  SA 2.6a 
 e. Regional Herring Studies. SA 5b, Appendix L 
 f. Regional Risk Assessment. SA 5.c, Appendix L 
 g. Evaluate two (2) alternative trestle/wharf configurations that minimize the footprint of 
 the trestle/wharf within the preferred herring onshore migration corridor.   
  1. Modified T - Wharf 1000’ further south of existing location. 
  2. L Configuration – Wharf completely south of existing trestle location. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Impact/study area includes the marine inter-tidal and sub-tidal areas within 500 meters in 
 all directions of the trestle/wharf structures.   
Mitigations  
 a. Trestle Alignment – The trestle/wharf needs to be designed to minimize potential 
 impacts to herring dispersion into the nearshore spawning area by avoiding the preferred 
 onshore migration corridor.  SA 2.6.a.   
 b. Herring Contingency Measures – SA 2.3.d, Appendix C 
 c. Herring Additional Mitigation – SA 2.3.e, Appendix C. 
References 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. WDFW PIT Herring Summary 3-12-08 (M. O’Toole). 
 c. PIT Meeting WDFW Power Point Presentation 3-12-08(M. O’Toole). 
 d. WDFW Cherry Point Nearshore Herring Migration Corridor Figure (4-15-11 (M. 
 Otoole). 
 e. PIT Discussion on Alternative Berth Layout 1-14-11 (Ausenco Sandwell for 
 PIT/PIT). 
 f. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 g. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
4.  Sediment and Water Quality  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the upland and trestle/wharf facilities will degrade the marine 
 water and sediment quality in the vicinity of the proposed terminal.  
Studies Needed 
 Baseline data for sediments, marine water and shellfish and/or other indicator species. 
Impact/Study Area 
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 The intertidal and sub-tidal bedland area leased by PIT from DNR for the proposed 
 marine terminal. 
Mitigations 
 a. PIT will fund annual sampling of sediments, marine water and shellfish and/or other 
 indicator species per state protocols.  SA 2.5 
 b. PIT will develop a plan for sediment, marine biota and water quality sampling and 
 monitoring.  SA 2.5, Appendix E 
 c. PIT will prepare an Incident Response Plan prior to construction.  SA 2.9.a 
References  
 Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit SHS 
 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
5.  Stormwater   
Statement of Potential Impact 
 WDFW is concerned that the stormwater runoff from the trestle/wharf will impact the 
 quality of the sediments, biota and water quality in the marine environment at the project 
 site and vicinity. 
Studies Needed  
 PIT will develop a Stormwater Management Plan for the proposed trestle/wharf 
 structures in accordance to Whatcom County standards and DOE guidelines and 
 Appendix F of the SA.  SA2.8.c, Appendix F 
Impact/Study Area 
 The extent of the marine bed land leased to PIT by DNR for the marine element of the 
 proposed facility. 
Mitigations  
  Stormwater requirements and objectives for the trestle/wharf structures specified in
 Appendix F of the Settlement Agreement. SA Appendix F. 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Whatcom County Stormwater Standards. 
 c. Department of Ecology Stormwater Guidelines. 
 
6.  Materials Handling - Conveyor Containment  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the raw materials transferred across the trestle/wharf will be 
 introduced into the marine environment. 
Studies Needed  
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
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 The extent of the marine bed land leased to PIT by DNR for the marine element of the 
 proposed facility. 
Mitigations 
 Conveyor system designed to be totally enclosed within a gallery.  SA 2.6.e 
References  
 Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit SHS 
 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
7.  Littoral Drift - Wave Dampening  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the proposed trestle/wharf structure will dampen the existing 
 wave conditions at the site and impact existing littoral drift dynamics of the Cherry Point 
 shoreline. 
Studies Needed 
 A littoral drift and wave dampening analysis for the trestle/wharf structures and 
 associated moored vessels.  
Impact/Study Area 
 The Cherry Point shoreline between Point Whitehorn and Sandy Point.  
Mitigations – 
 a. Wave Analysis - PIT will cooperate with State agencies and participate in a 
 financially proportionate manner in a Cherry Point reach wide- monitoring study of wave 
 dampening and littoral drift.  SA 2.7a 
 b. Trestle/Wharf Design – PIT avoids wave damping and impacts to littoral drift by 
 appropriate placement and operation of the trestle and wharf.   SA 2.7.c 
 c. Vessel Traffic Log – PIT will maintain a log detailing each vessel that utilizes the 
 wharf.  SA 2.7.c 
References  
 Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit SHS 
 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
9.  Wildlife   
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the proposed trestle and wharf structures have the potential to 
 adversely affect habitats or species considered by WDFW to be “Priority Habitats and 
 Species”, which may be present within the marine environment of the proposed facility.  
Studies Needed  
 The marine environment within the proposed project site should be surveyed for the 
 presence of WDFW Priority Habitats and Species. Surveys should include an inventory 
 of all Priority Habitats and Species present on the proposed project site and should, at a 
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 minimum, include population numbers, distribution, and (as applicable) an account of life 
 history stages and/or seasons in which priority species are present.  
Impact/Study Area 
 The study area should encompass the entire marine intertidal and sub-tidal area leased by 
 PIT from DNR where the proposed trestle and wharf are to be constructed. 
Mitigations 
 Trestle Alignment – The trestle and wharf should be designed to avoid potential impacts 
 to herring dispersion into the embayment by avoiding preferred onshore migration 
 corridor.  SA 2.6.a.   
References  
 a. WDFW Priority Habitats and Species List. 
 b. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats. 
 c. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Species. 

 
10.  Surf Smelt and Sand Lance 
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the proposed trestle/wharf structure will impact documented 
 surf smelt and/or sand lance spawning and spawning habitat at the project site.  
Studies Needed  
 Review WDFW’s SalmonScape database to determine if surf smelt or sand lance spawn 
 has been documented at the project site. 
Impact/Study Area 
 The marine intertidal area leased by PIT from DNR for the proposed marine terminal. 
Mitigations 
 Trestle alignment should avoid areas of the shoreline where WDFW has documented 
 surf smelt or sand lance spawn.  
References  
 a. WDFW SalmonScape Data Base. 
 b. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 c. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 

MARINE TRESTLE/WHARF CONSTRUCTION 
1.  Marine Vegetation   
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the construction tug/barge operations and pile driving activities 
 associated with construction of the proposed trestle and wharf will impact the marine 
 vegetation habitat at the project site.  
Studies Needed 
 a. Baseline Survey – Update the marine vegetation survey within 2 years of initiating 
 trestle construction activities. SA 2.6.b. 
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 b. Updated Monitoring Plan. 
 c. Phase 1 and Phase 2 Macro Algae Mitigation Site Identification.  
 d. Phase 1 Macro Algae Mitigation Successfully Implemented. 
Impact/Study Area 
 The study area boundary for evaluating the potential impact of the barge/tug operations 
 and pile driving activities on marine vegetation will need to include the marine vegetation 
 zone between the OHW to -25 (MLLW = 0.00) and the area on both sides of the trestle 
 within 200 feet of the trestle centerline.  
Mitigations 
 a. BMPs - SA 2.8.a, WAC 220-110.  
 b. Post Construction Monitoring Plan - SA 2.2.b.2, Appendix B – monitor impacts that 
 may be associated with tugs and barges.  
 c. Phase 1 Mitigation Site identified and constructed prior trestle construction – SA 
 2.2.b.1, Appendix B.  
 d. Phase 2 Site Identification – SA 2.2.b.1, Appendix B. 
 e. Mitigation Site Monitoring Plan – SA 2.2.b.2, Appendix B. 
References 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. WAC 220-110. 
 c. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 d. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
2.  Juvenile Salmon  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the construction tug/barge operations and pile driving activities 
 associated with construction of the proposed trestle and wharf will disrupt the marine 
 nearshore migration and rearing of juvenile salmonids.   
Studies Needed  
 Document monthly juvenile salmon presence and timing in the marine intertidal and 
 shallow sub-tidal areas of the project site for period of one year.   
Impact/Study Area 
 The marine intertidal and sub-tidal bedland area leased by PIT from DNR for the 
 proposed marine terminal. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement construction schedule developed during design phase– SA 2.8.d 
 b. Construction Timing Restrictions – WDFW will not permit work below the ordinary 
 high water line from March 15 through June 15 of any year for the protection of 
 migrating juvenile salmon.  
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 c. WAC 220-110 
References 
 a. Chapter WAC 220-110 
 b. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
3.  Herring  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the construction tug/barge operations and pile driving activities 
 associated with construction of the proposed trestle and wharf will disrupt the near shore 
 movement, schooling and spawning of the Cherry Point herring stock in the immediate 
 vicinity of the project site during the herring spawning season.  
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Impact/study area includes the marine inter-tidal and sub-tidal areas within 500 meters in 
 all directions of the trestle/wharf structures.   
Mitigations 
 a. Construction Timing Restrictions – WDFW will not permit work below the ordinary 
 high water line from March 15 through June 30 of any year for the protection of 
 spawning herring and herring spawn. 
 b. Implement construction schedule developed during design phase– SA 2.8.d 
References 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. WAC 220-110 
 c. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 d. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
4.  Piling 
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the pile driving activities associated with construction of the 
 proposed trestle and wharf will disrupt or harm migrating juvenile salmon.   
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 The marine intertidal and sub-tidal bedland area leased by PIT from DNR for the 
 proposed marine terminal. 
Mitigations -   
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 a. BMPs, WAC 220-110. 
 b. Piling will only be concrete, steel or recycled plastic.  Minimize number of piles. SA 
 2.8.e. 
References 
 a. WAC 220-110. 
 b. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 c. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 d. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
5.  Water Quality  
Impact Statement 
  WDFW is concerned that the quality of the marine water quality in the vicinity 
 trestle/wharf structures will be impacted by the inadvertent release of fresh concrete 
 and/or petroleum products during construction and fish/wildlife harmed as a result. 
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 The marine intertidal and sub-tidal bedland area leased by PIT from DNR for the 
 proposed marine terminal. 
Mitigations  
 a. PIT will implement the Incident Response Plan developed during the design phase of 
 the project.  SA 2.9.a 
 b. PIT will acquire and maintain a rapid deployment heavy spill containment boom 
 sufficient to circle the largest vessel plus 50% in order to provide an immediate spill 
 response capability.  SA 2.9.b 
 c. BMPs, WAC 220-110. 
References  
 a. WAC 220-110. 
 b. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
6.  Wildlife   
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the construction of the proposed trestle and wharf structures 
 has the potential to disturb or displace Priority Habitats and Species, which may be 
 present within the marine environment of the proposed facility.  
Studies Needed 
 None. 
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Impact/Study Area 
 The study area should encompass the marine intertidal and sub-tidal area leased by PIT 
 from DNR for the proposed trestle and wharf, and include adjacent areas potentially 
 impacted during trestle and wharf construction.  
Mitigations 
 Construction Timing Restrictions – WDFW will not permit work below the ordinary high 
 water line from March 15 through June 30 of any year for the protection of spawning 
 herring and herring spawn. 
References  
 a. WDFW Priority Habitats and Species List. 
 b. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats. 
 c. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Species. 
 d. WAC 220-110. 
 
MARINE TRESTLE/WHARF OPERATIONS 
1.  Herring Behavior  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the noise and artificial light associated with the operations of 
 the proposed trestle and wharf will disrupt the herring prespawner staging and on shore 
 migration of the Cherry Point herring stock in the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
 project.  
Studies Needed 
 a. Herring Monitoring Program – SA 2.3.a. 
 b. Implementation of Herring Monitoring Program – SA 2.3.b. 
 c. Draft Monitoring Reports – SA 2.3.c. 
Impact/Study Area 
 Impact/study area includes the marine inter-tidal and sub-tidal areas within 500 meters in 
 all directions of the trestle/wharf structures.   
Mitigations 
 a. Herring Monitoring Program Contingency Measures – SA 2.3.d, Appendix C. 
 b. Additional Herring Mitigation SA 2.3.e, Appendix C. 
 c. PIT will operate conveyor systems to minimize noise.  SA 2.9.c. 
References 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 c. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
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2.  Sediment and Water Quality  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the operations of the upland and trestle/wharf facilities will 
 degrade the marine water and sediment quality in the vicinity of the proposed terminal.  
Studies Needed 
 Evaluation of existing baseline conditions of the sediments, marine water and shellfish 
 and/or other indicator species at the project site. 
Impact/Study Area  
 The intertidal and sub tidal bedland area leased by PIT from DNR for the proposed 
 marine terminal. 
Mitigations 
 a. PIT will fund annual sampling of sediments, marine water and shellfish and/or other 
 indicator species per state protocols.  SA 2.5 
 b.PIT will implement the sampling and monitoring plan for sediment, marine biota and 
 water quality.  SA 2.5, Appendix E 
 c. If pollution levels exceed the action levels set forth in Appendix E,  
 d. PIT will implement all mitigation measures that State Agencies reasonably determine 
 necessary to compensated for such impacts and avoid exceedances in the future.  SA 2.5, 
 Appendix E 
 e. PIT will implement the Incident Response Plan developed during the design phase of 
 the project.  SA 2.9.a 
 f. PIT will acquire and maintain a rapid deployment spill containment boom sufficient to 
 circle the largest vessel plus 50% in order to provide an immediate spill response 
 capability.  SA 2.9.b 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
3.  Stormwater  
Statement of Potential Impact 
 WDFW is concerned that the stormwater runoff from the operation of the trestle/wharf 
 will impact the quality of the sediments, biota and water quality in the marine 
 environment at the project site and vicinity. 
Studies Needed  
 PIT will conduct compliance monitoring for trestle/wharf structures consistent with the  
 requirements specified in the Stormwater Management Plan that was developed during 
 the design phase. SA 2.8.c, Appendix F. 
Impact/Study Area 
 The extent of the marine bed land leased to PIT by DNR for the marine element of the 
 proposed facility. 
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Mitigations  
  Implement the Stormwater Management Plan developed for the trestle/wharf structures 
 that was developed during the design phase.  
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Whatcom County Stormwater Standards. 
 c. Department of Ecology Stormwater Guidelines. 
 
4.  Wildlife  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the operation of the proposed trestle and wharf facility has the 
 potential to adversely affect habitats or species considered by WDFW to be “Priority 
 Habitats and Species”, which may be present within the marine environment of the 
 proposed facility.  
Studies Needed 
 Long-term monitoring (see mitigations below). 
Impact/Study Area 
 The study area should encompass the marine intertidal and sub-tidal area leased by PIT 
 from DNR for the proposed trestle and wharf, and include adjacent areas potentially 
 impacted during trestle and wharf operations. 
Mitigations 
 a. PIT will conduct post construction monitoring of select PHS species present in the 
 immediate vicinity of the trestle/wharf structure. 
 b. Implement noise abatement, coal dust management, pollution control, stormwater 
 management and spill response plans that minimize impacts to PHS habitats and species 
 present at the upland area of the project site.  
References 
 a. WDFW Priority Habitats and Species List. 
 b. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats. 
 c. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Species. 
 
5.  Materials Handling - Conveyor Containment  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that materials transferred across the trestle/wharf will be introduced 
 into the marine environment. 
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
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 The extent of the marine bed land leased to PIT by DNR for the marine element of the 
 proposed facility. 
Mitigations 
 a. BMPS implemented to maintain and operate conveyor systems to prevent the 
 introduction of dust entering the marine environment during transfer operations.  SA 
 2.9.c 
 b. PIT will develop operating and safety protocols for each product, both storage and 
 transfer prior to vessel use of the wharf. SA 2.9.d 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
6.  Littoral Drift - Wave Dampening  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the proposed trestle/wharf structure will dampen the existing 
 wave conditions at the site and impact existing littoral drift dynamics.  
Studies Needed 
 A littoral drift and wave dampening analysis for the trestle/wharf structures and 
 associated moored vessels.  
Impact/Study Area 
 The Cherry Point shoreline between Point Whitehorn and Sandy Point.  
Mitigations  
 a. Wave Analysis - PIT will cooperate with State agencies and participate in a 
 financially proportionate manner in a Cherry Point reach wide- monitoring study of wave 
 dampening and littoral drift.  SA 2.7a 
 b. Trestle/Wharf Design – PIT will avoid wave damping and impacts to littoral drift by 
 appropriate placement and operation of the trestle and wharf.   SA 2.7.c 
 c. Vessel Traffic Log – PIT will maintain a log detailing each vessel that utilizes the 
 wharf.  SA 2.7.c 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 

 
VESSEL (SHIP) OPERATIONS 
1.  Vessel Traffic  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the vessel traffic associated with the proposed PIT 
 Terminal increases the risk of the vessel collisions, powered and drift groundings, 
 allusions, spills, routine discharges and other incidents that could harm natural resources. 
Studies Needed 
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 a. PIT will fund a Vessel Traffic Analysis. SA 2.10.a, Appendix G 
 b. PIT will prepare a tidal current study in time for utilization and incorporation in the 
 Vessel Traffic Analysis.  SA 2.10.e  
Impact/Study Area 
  Deep draft waterways around the San Juan Islands south of 49 degree and north of and 
 including the traffic convergence zone around buoy “RA” and including the Strait of 
 Georgia, Boundary Pass, Haro Strait, and Rosario Strait.  SA Appendix G 
Mitigations 
 a. PIT will fund an Ecology appointed advisory marine safety committee that on the 
 basis of the Vessel Traffic Analysis, recommends revised vessel operation protocols and 
 other mitigation measures. SA 2.10.b 
 b. PIT will immediately implement operation protocols and mitigation measures 
 recommended by the advisory marine safety committee.  SA 2.10.c 
 c. Operation of GPT terminal will not commence until PIT implements the onsite 
 operating protocols and mitigations measures recommended by the advisory marine 
 safety committee.  SA 2.10.d 
References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 c. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
2.  Vessel Fueling  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that petroleum products will be introduced into the marine 
 environment during fuel transfers between the wharf and moored vessels.   
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area  
 All marine waters in the Strait of Georgia, San Juan County and Whatcom County. 
Mitigations  
 a. PIT agrees to not allow bunkering by vehicle or other fuel transfers of over 1000 
 gallons to vessels using the wharf or terminal, except in emergency situations authorized 
 by DOE.  SA 2.9.a 
 b. For fuel transfers of 1000 gallons or less, PIT will send DOE prior notice. DOE 
 reserves right to limit or prohibit any and all fuel transfers. SA 2.9.a  
References 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
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3.  Oil Spill Response  
Impact Statement 
  WDFW is concerned that petroleum products and other hazardous materials will be 
 introduced into the marine environment during fuel transfers between the wharf and 
 moored vessels or as a result of  vessel collisions, powered and drift groundings, 
 allusions, spills, routine discharges and other incidents 
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area 
 All marine waters in the Salish Sea and Strait of Juan de Fuca. 
Mitigations 
 a. PIT will implement the Incident Response Plan developed during the design phase of 
 the project.  SA 2.9.a 
 b. PIT will acquire and maintain a rapid deployment spill containment boom sufficient 
 to circle the largest vessel plus 50% in order to provide an immediate spill response 
 capability.  SA 2.9.b 
Reference 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
4.  Vessel Berthing Operations 
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that vessel berthing operations at the proposed wharf structure 
 during the herring spawning season will disrupt pre-spawner herring staging and onshore 
 migration behavior in the preferred onshore herring migration corridor. 
Studies Needed 
 a. Herring Monitoring Program – SA 2.3.a. 
 b. Implementation of Herring Monitoring Program – SA 2.3.b. 
 c. Draft Monitoring Reports – SA 2.3.c. 
 d. PIT will hire a marine engineering consultant to review the report developed by oil 
 terminal operators in San Francisco at the request of the California Lands Commission 
 relating to vessel mooring standards.  SA 2.11.a 
Impact/Study Area 
 Impact/study area includes the marine inter-tidal and sub-tidal areas within 500 meters in 
 all directions of the trestle/wharf structures.   
Mitigations 
 a. Herring Monitoring Program Contingency Measures – SA 2.3.d, Appendix C.  
 b. Additional Herring Mitigation – SA 2.3.e, Appendix C. 
 c. No vessel will be moored or operated landward of the -25 tide elevation (MLLW = 
 0.00).  SA 2.9.e 
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 d. PIT will hire a marine engineering consultant to prepare a draft report establishing safe 
 vessel mooring standards, configurations and procedures for the PIT wharf.  SA 2.11.b 
 e. The draft report establishing safe vessel mooring standards, configurations and 
 procedures for the GPT wharf will be submitted to DOE for approval.  SA 2.11.b 
 f. PIT agrees to fully implement the standards and procedures contained in the final 
 approved safe vessel mooring standards, configurations and procedures report.  SA 2.11.b  
References 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. Project Information Document Gateway Pacific Terminal Whatcom County, 
 Washington. 2011. Pacific International Terminals, Inc. 
 c. WDFW 2011 Unpublished Comments – PIT Project Information Document, 2011. 
 
5.  Vessel Operations While Berthed  
Impact Statement 
  WDFW is concerned that noise from vessel operations while berthed at the proposed 
 wharf structure will disrupt pre-spawner herring staging and onshore migration behavior 
 in the preferred onshore herring migration corridor. 
Studies Needed  
 a. Herring Monitoring Program – SA 2.3.a. 
 b. Implementation of Herring Monitoring Program – SA 2.3.b. 
 c. Draft Monitoring Reports – SA 2.3.c. 
Impact/Study Area 
 The extent of the marine bed land leased to PIT by DNR for the marine element of the 
 proposed facility. 
Mitigations 
 a. Herring Monitoring Program Contingency Measures – SA 2.3.d, Appendix C. 
 b. Additional Herring Mitigation SA 2.3.e, Appendix C. 
 c. PIT will operate conveyor systems to minimize noise. SA 2.9.c. 
References 
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 
6. Vessel Operations – Marine Wildlife  
Impact Statement 
 WDFW is concerned that the vessel traffic associated with the proposed PIT facility has 
 the potential to disrupt or harm Priority Habitats and Species present in the marine 
 environment. 
Studies Needed 
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 The marine environment associated with deep draft shipping waterways used by vessels 
 going to and from the proposed PIT terminal should be surveyed for the presence of 
 WDFW Priority Habitats and Species. Surveys should include an inventory of all Priority 
 Habitats and Species present on the proposed project site and should, at a minimum, 
 include population numbers, distribution, and (as applicable) an account of life history 
 stages and/or seasons in which priority species are present.   
Impact/Study Area 
 The study area should encompass deep draft waterways around the San Juan Islands 
 south of 49 degree and north of and including the traffic convergence zone around buoy 
 “RA” and including the Strait of Georgia, Boundary Pass, Haro Strait, and Rosario Strait.  
 SA Appendix G. 
Mitigations 
 a. PIT will fund an Ecology appointed advisory marine safety committee that on the 
 basis of the Vessel Traffic Analysis, recommends revised vessel operation protocols and 
 other mitigation measures. SA 2.10.b 
 b. PIT will immediately implement operation protocols and mitigation measures 
 recommended by the advisory marine safety committee.  SA 2.10.c 
 c. Operation of GPT terminal will not commence until PIT implements the onsite 
 operating protocols and mitigations measures recommended by the advisory marine 
 safety committee.  SA 2.10.d 
 d. PIT will implement the Incident Response Plan developed during the design  phase 
 of the project.  SA 2.9.a 
 e. PIT will acquire and maintain a rapid deployment spill containment boom sufficient to 
 circle the largest vessel plus 50% in order to provide an immediate spill response 
 capability.  SA 2.9.b 
 f. Herring Monitoring Program Contingency Measures – SA 2.3.d, Appendix C 
 g. Additional Herring Mitigation SA 2.3.e, Appendix C 
 h. PIT will operate conveyor systems to minimize noise. SA 2.9.c 
References  
 a. WDFW Priority Habitats and Species List 
 b. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats 
 c. WDFW Management Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Species 

 
7.  Ballast Water  
Impact Statement  

WDFW is concerned about the GPT terminal will significantly increase the risk of 
aquatic invasive species carried in ballast water from coastal and foreign ports. The type 
of vessels likely to call at this proposed PIT terminal would be of higher risk due to their 
generally being bulk carriers, spot charter business, arriving without cargo, high volume 
of ballast water in the 10’s of thousands of cubic meters that would be discharged per 
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visit, and that these type vessels will take the longest to convert from open sea exchange 
to ballast water treatment systems.  

Studies Needed 
Development of sampling and monitoring protocols to verify that proper exchange or 
treatment of ballast water has been performed by each vessel calling on PIT; Baseline and 
trend monitoring in local area for invasive species. 

Impact/Study Area 
Direct impact to general Cherry Point area and potential impact to all of Puget 
Sound/Salish Sea. 

Mitigations 
 a. PIT agrees to comply with the vessel ballast water monitoring and contingency  system 
 specified in Appendix D of the Settlement Agreement.  SA 2.4, Appendix D. 

b. Vessel ballast water inspections, sampling, and monitoring at a rate commensurate 
with concern; PIT agrees to follow “Studies Needed” conditions. 

References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. DRAFT BALLAST WATER LANGUAGE, JOK 7-7-11; Incomplete Working Draft. 
 c. State Laws and Rules (RCW, WACS): WDFW ballast water regulations at Chapter 
 220-150 WAC, applicable statutory provisions at Chapter 77.120 RCW. 
 
8.  Hull Fouling  
Impact Statement 

WDFW is concerned about the PIT proposal as it could significantly increase the risk of 
aquatic invasive species carried on, or removed from, vessel hulls voyaging from coastal 
and foreign ports. The type of vessels likely to call at this proposed PIT terminal would 
be of higher risk due to their generally being spot charter business, very large bulk 
carriers with significant surface areas under water, new developments in hull coating 
regulations reducing the use of more effective toxic anti-fouling paints, and need for 
more frequent in-water cleaning to improve fuel efficiency.  

Studies Needed 
 Vessel hull maintenance inspections/monitoring, sampling, and monitoring at a rate 
 commensurate with concern.  Baseline and trend monitoring in local area for invasive 
 species. 
Impact/Study Area 

Direct impact to the general Cherry Point area and potential impact to all of Puget 
Sound/Salish Sea. 

Mitigations 
In-water hull or niche cleaning not allowed in terminal or larger area based on level of 
concern, unless otherwise approved by all the parties; PIT agrees to comply with state 
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current and future bio-fouling management laws and rules; PIT agrees to follow “Studies 
Needed” conditions. 

References  
 a. Settlement Agreement Pacific International Terminals Shoreline Substantial Permit 
 SHS 92-0020 and SHB Appeals Numbers 97-22 and 97-23. 
 b. DRAFT BALLAST WATER LANGUAGE, JOK 7-7-11; Incomplete Working Draft. 
 c. State Laws and Rules: Unlawful use of prohibited aquatic animal species under RCW 
 77.15.253.  
 

 
BURLINGTON NORTHER SANTE FE RAILROAD  

INFRASTRUCTURE DESIGN 
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the design of the infrastructure improvements and new 
 infrastructure along the BNSF rail corridors necessary to support the number of trains, 
 train lengths and train weights required to transport coal from Wyoming to the Gateway 
 Pacific Terminal at Cherry Point will have significant potential impacts to Priority 
 Habitats and Species (PHS) that may be present in proximity to the rail line routes.  
Studies Needed 
 a. Identify all infrastructure improvements and new construction along BNSF routes 
 between Wyoming and Cherry Point.  
 b. Inventory the keystone PHS habitats and species in proximity to each infrastructure 
 improvement and new construction along BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry 
 Point. 
 c. Indentify potential impacts to keystone PHS habitats and species in proximity to each 
 infrastructure improvement and new construction along BNSF routes between Wyoming 
 and Cherry Point. 
 d. Wildlife – For all “sensitive wildlife species”, evaluate the impacts associated with 
 increased rail traffic associated with the project (with particular attention to wildlife 
 collisions, disruption of migration and dispersal corridors), impacts related to noise, and 
 effects of coal dust within and adjacent to potential routes. Mitigation sequencing should 
 include an evaluation of each route and the comprehensive wildlife impacts of each, 
 measures BNSF could implement to minimize those impacts, and specific mitigation 
 strategies to offset unavoidable impacts of the selected route. 
Impact/Study Area  

The study area should encompass all of the potential BNSF routes under consideration 
for transport of coal from the source of origin in Wyoming to the proposed Gateway 
Pacific Terminal at Cherry Point. Additionally, potential impacts not confined to these 
rail corridors or the easements/right of ways associated with those corridors (e.g. noise, 
coal dust) should be considered for their potential to adversely affect Priority Habitats 
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and Species (within Washington) and other sensitive wildlife species (outside of 
Washington).  

Mitigations 
a. Mitigation sequencing should, at a minimum, include an evaluation of each route and 
the comprehensive wildlife impacts of each, measures BNSF could implement to 
minimize those impacts, and specific mitigation strategies to offset unavoidable impacts 
of the selected route. 

 d. Develop construction, maintenance and operation BMPs to avoid, minimize and reduce 
 impacts to keystone PHS habitats and species in proximity to each infrastructure 
 improvement and new construction along BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry 
 Point. 
 b. Develop a mitigation plan for the unavoidable impacts to keystone PHS habitats and 
 species in proximity to each infrastructure improvement and new construction along 
 BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry Point. 
 c. Develop a monitoring strategy for mitigations of unavoidable impacts to keystone 
 PHS habitats and species in proximity to each infrastructure improvement and new 
 construction along BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry Point. 
 d. Develop a contingency plan for mitigations of unavoidable impacts to keystone 
 PHS habitats and species in proximity to each infrastructure improvement and new 
 construction along BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry Point. 
References  
 WAC 220-110. 
 
INFRASTRUCTURE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the construction and operation of infrastructure improvements 
 and new infrastructure along the BNSF rail corridors necessary to support the number of 
 trains,  train lengths and train weights required to transport coal from Wyoming to the 
 Gateway Pacific Terminal at Cherry Point will have significant potential impacts to 
 Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) that may be present in proximity to the rail line 
 routes.  
Studies Needed 
 None. 
Impact/Study Area  
 All of the BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry Point. 
Mitigations 
 a. Implement construction BMPs developed in the design phase to avoid, minimize and 
 reduce impacts to keystone PHS habitats and species in proximity to each infrastructure 
 improvement and new construction along BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry 
 Point. 



33 

 

 b. Implement the mitigation plans for the unavoidable impacts to keystone PHS habitats 
 and species in proximity to each infrastructure improvement and new construction along 
 BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry Point. 
 c. Implement the monitoring strategy for mitigations of unavoidable impacts to keystone 
 PHS habitats and species in proximity to each infrastructure improvement and new 
 construction along BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry Point. 
 d. Implement the contingency plans for mitigations of unavoidable impacts to keystone 
 PHS habitats and species in proximity to each infrastructure improvement and new 
 construction along BNSF routes between Wyoming and Cherry Point. 
References  
 WAC 220-110 
 
 

CLIMATE CHANGE 
GATEWAY PACIFIC TERMINAL 
Impact Statement  
  WDFW is concerned that the combustion of the 48 million metric tons of coal annually 
 exported by the Gateway Pacific Terminal at Cherry Point will significantly contribute to 
 global climate changes that will result in potentially catastrophic and irreversible impacts 
 to natural resources on the West Coast United States and Washington State.  WDFW is 
 particularly concerned that this combustion will exacerbate ocean acidification, sea level 
 rise, warming stream temperatures, decreases in snow pack and increases in extreme 
 weather events, and could potentially result in devastating impacts to fish, wildlife and 
 their habitats in Washington State. 
Studies Needed 
 Evaluate alternatives to producing the energy equivalent of 48 million metric tons of coal 
 which will have less environmental impact.   
Impact/Study Area 
 Global 
Mitigations 
 To offset the potential significant contribution to global climate change associated with 
 the combustion of the exported coal, the owners of the coal mines and/or PIT should pay 
 a carbon tax for each ton of coal exported commensurate with the potential contribution 
 of the coal combustion to global warming. 
References 
 a. The Washington Climate Change Impacts Assessment, Climate Impacts Group 
 2009.  The Washington Climate Change Impacts Assessment. M. McGuire Elsner, J. 
 Littell, and L. Whitely Binder (eds). Center for Science in the Earth System, Joint 
 Institute for the Study of the Atmosphere and Oceans, University of Washington, Seattle, 
 Washington. 
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 b. Scientific Summary of Ocean Acidification in Washington State Marine Waters,  
 Washington State Blue Ribbon Panel on Ocean Acidification, November, 2012.   
 c. Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington:  Past, 
 Present, and Future,  Committee on Sea Level Rise in California, Oregon, and 
 Washington; Board on Earth Sciences and Resources; Ocean Studies Board; Division on 
 Earth and Life Studies; National Research Council, 2012. 
 
MULTIPLE WEST COAST SHIPPING TERMINALS 
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the combustion of the coal exported by the multiple 
 shipping terminals proposed for the west coast of the United States and Canada will 
 dramatically contribute to global climate changes that will result in potentially 
 catastrophic and irreversible impacts to the natural resources and natural habitats of the 
 West Coast United States and Canada, and Washington State  
Studies Needed 
 a. Determine the total coal volume that could be exported annually by the multiple coal 
 shipping terminals proposed for the west coast of the U.S. and Canada. 
 b. Evaluate alternatives to coal which will have significantly less environmental impact.   
Impact/Study Area 
 Global 
Mitigations 
 To offset the potential significant contribution to global climate change associated with 
 the combustion of the exported coal, the owners of the coal mines and/or PIT should pay 
 a carbon tax for each ton of coal exported commensurate with the potential contribution 
 of the coal combustion to global warming. 
References 
 a. Regional Highlights from Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States, 
 United  States Global Change Research Program, www.globalchange.gov/usimpacts, 
 2009.    
 b. Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington:  Past, 
 Present, and Future,  Committee on Sea Level Rise in California, Oregon, and 
 Washington; Board on Earth Sciences and Resources; Ocean Studies Board; Division on 
 Earth and Life Studies; National Research Council, 2012. 

 
 

CUMMULATIVE IMPACTS 
WEST COAST SHIPPING TERMINALS  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that potential natural resource impacts associated with the 
 construction and expansion of multiple shipping terminals along the west coast (Oregon, 

http://www.globalchange.gov/usimpacts
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 Washington, British Columbia) are not adequately addressed through the regulatory 
 processes for each individual terminal.   
Studies Needed  
 a. Cumulative Impact Analysis for all of the new and expanded coal shipping terminals 
 proposed for the west coast. 
 b. Vessel Traffic Safety Study for the west coast. 
 c. An evaluation of the impacts to climate change from burning the exported coal. 
Impact/Study Area 
 California, Oregon, Washington and British Columbia 
Mitigations 
 A mitigation, monitoring and contingency plan that addresses the unavoidable cumulative 
 impacts to keystone PHS habitats and species on the west coast of the U.S. and Canada. 
References 
 None  
 
BURLINGTON NORTHERN SANTE FE RAILROAD  
Impact Statement  
 WDFW is concerned that the cumulative impacts of the train activity and rail 
 infrastructure along BNSF rail line routes in Washington State that is necessary to 
 support existing and proposed processing and shipping terminals for all commodities 
 along the west coast of Oregon, Washington and British Columbia will have significant 
 impacts to Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) and communities in proximity to the 
 BNSF rail line routes.  
Studies Needed 
 a. The maximum number of trains for all commodities (oil, bulk, and passenger) that can 
 be supported by the existing rail route infrastructure between Wyoming and Cherry Point 
 needs to be identified. 
 b. The maximum number of trains for all commodities (oil, bulk, and passenger) that can 
 be supported by the existing rail routes with planned improvements and new 
 infrastructure between Wyoming and Cherry Point needs to be identified. 
 c. The cumulative impacts to keystone PHS habitats and species in proximity to the 
 BNSF rail line routes needs to be addressed. 
 d. The cumulative impacts to local communities in proximity to the BNSF rail line routes 
 needs to be addressed. 
Mitigations 
 a. A mitigation plan that addresses unavoidable cumulative impacts to keystone PHS 
 habitats and species along west coast BNSF routes needs to be developed and 
 implemented.  
 b. A mitigation plan that addresses unavoidable impacts to local communities in 
 proximity to the BNSF rail line routes needs to be developed and implemented.  
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References  
 None. 
 
 
 
If you have any questions, please call me at (360) 466-4345 X 250.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Brian Williams 
Environmental Planner 
WDFW Habitat Program 
 
WDFW CONTRIBUTORS 
Brian Williams   Marine Fish Resources 
Mark O’Toole   Herring  
Jeff Kamps    Freshwater Fish Resources 
Allen Pleus   Ballast Water, Hull Fowling 
Chris Danilson  Wildlife Resources 
Lynn Helbrecht   Climate Change 





























 

 

 

 

 

 

January 18, 2013 

Ms. Alice Kelly 
Northwest Regional Office, Department of Ecology 

 

Mr. Randel Perry 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch 

Northwest Field Office 

 

Mr. Tyler Schroeder 
Planning and Development Services, Whatcom County 

360-676-6907 ext. 50202 

GPT/BNSF Custer Spur EIS Co-Lead Agencies 

c/o CH2M HILL 

1100 112th Avenue NE, Suite 400 

Bellevue, WA 98004 

 Re:  NEPA & SEPA Scoping Comments on Gateway Pacific Terminal Project 

 

Dear Ms. Kelly, Mr. Perry & Mr. Schroeder: 

 

This letter provides scoping comments to the co-lead agencies responsible for preparing the 

environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Gateway Pacific Terminal (GPT) project and associated 

Custer Spur rail improvements at Cherry Point in Whatcom County.  The proposed project will have 

the capacity to handle up to 54 million tons per year of bulk commodities, of which as much as 48 

million tons may be coal that is mined in the Powder River Basin in Wyoming and Montana, and are 

exported for consumption in Asian markets. All of this material will be transported by rail along 

existing lines in Western Washington which in several locations will intersect routes that are integral to 

a very important component of the state's highways:  the Washington State Ferry System.  While there 

are a host of other impacts from this proposal on our communities, regionally, nationally, and indeed 

globally, this letter is confined to the impacts upon the ferry system and the communities that are 

dependent upon it. 
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For example, the main BNSF line, likely to be used for transport of coal from the Powder River Basin 

to the GPT facility is immediately adjacent to the ferry terminal in the City of Edmonds in Snohomish 

County.  This terminal is a link to Washington State Highway Route 104, which is a formally 

designated "highway of statewide significance."  This highway crosses the BNSF main line at an at-

grade crossing, and initial analyses by the City indicate that the anticipated increase of as many as 18 

trains per day – each up to 1 ½ miles long – would greatly increase delays in loading and unloading of 

ferry vessels.  These impacts have been confirmed in independent analyses, including one prepared for 

the City by Gibson Traffic Consultants   (http://www.coaltrainfacts.org/docs/Cherry-Point-Coal-GTC-

Edmonds-Final.pdf.)  

 

This dramatic increase in rail traffic will disrupt ferry service with significant impacts on residents, 

businesses and the West Sound communities that rely on this crossing.  In addition to the ferry system 

disruption from increased rail traffic, it is important that the EIS analyze associated economic impacts 

if the Kingston-Edwards ferry route were to become unusable due to rail traffic. 

The BNSF line runs along or near much of the eastern shores of Puget Sound, where ferry terminal 

ingress and egress crosses the rail lines.  While other major routes may have grade separation, it is 

important that the EIS fully analyze the need for rail infrastructure alterations to ensure that these 

longer, heavier trains do not compromise this infrastructure.   

 

The EIS should fully analyze how the costs for any infrastructure improvements that would be needed 

to mitigate impacts will be paid for, and who will pay for them.  In the case of SR 104 and Edmonds, 

the EIS should include a specific analysis of the potential need for grade separation and relocation of 

the current ferry terminal. The Washington State Department of Transportation prepared an EIS in 2005 

for a proposal to relocate the ferry terminal and allow grade separation, but this proposal has not moved 

forward due to the lack of dedicated funding.  The EIS should analyze the likelihood that the proposed 

GPT project, if completed, would make relocation of the Edmonds ferry terminal necessary and should 

identify which entities would provide funding for this mitigation.  

Thank you for including these comments into the public record for EIS scoping on the PGT project, and 

I look forward to reviewing a draft EIS that includes a full analysis of the project's potential impacts 

upon the state ferry system and SR 104 in Edmonds. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Senator Christine Rolfes 

23rd Legislative District 
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January 22, 2013 
 
Tyler Schroeder 
Whatcom County Planning and Development Services 
5280 Northwest Drive 
Bellingham, Washington 98226 
 
GPT/Custer Spur EIS  
c/o CH2M HILL,  
1100 112th Avenue NE Suite 400 
Bellevue, WA 98004 
 
RE: Scoping Comments on Gateway Pacific Terminal/Custer Spur EIS 
 
Dear Mr. Schroeder, 
 
We greatly appreciate the opportunity to participate in the environmental review 
process for the proposed Gateway Pacific Terminal (GPT) project. Please consider 
this letter as part of the public record for the Gateway Pacific Terminal coal export 
project proposed at Cherry Point, Whatcom County, Washington, facility site ID 
#22237.   
 
The purpose of this letter is to urge the co-lead agencies to thoroughly examine the 
GPT project’s impact to the natural environment, as well as the project’s impacts to 
Washington’s built environment.  We are particularly interested in ensuring that 
this review process accurately identifies and assesses the full range of potential 
externalities and impacts, not just in the area immediately surrounding the project 
site, but statewide in a comprehensive and cumulative fashion.   
 
Due to the gravity of the proposed project and the widespread nature of the 
potential impacts, we recommend that the agencies broaden the scope of the review 
process to include the impacts felt by cities and counties across Washington. We 
also encourage the agencies to consider the cumulative impact of the GPT project in 
light of similar coal export proposals elsewhere in the Pacific Northwest. Only 
through a thorough and comprehensive review process can stakeholders 
understand the full scope of the GPT project and the impacts it will have. This letter 
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summarizes some of the far-reaching effects of the GPT project that should be, at a 
minimum, analyzed within the scope of the environmental impact statement. 
 

I. Impacts to the Built Environment 
 
Some of the most significant impacts of the proposed GPT project may be felt by 
Washington’s built environment. The transportation infrastructure – rail, road, and 
marine – is likely to be affected by the GPT project, as are the commercial centers 
located adjacent to transportation corridors. We urge the agencies to include in 
their review the following impacts to Washington’s built environment. 
 

A. Traffic Congestion at Rail Crossings 
 
The GPT project will significantly increase rail traffic along Washington rail lines, 
and the effect of increased traffic on rail crossings warrants examination by the 
agencies. Independent studies suggest that GPT rail traffic will cause the closure of 
rail crossings for up to seven minutes at a time in some instances, in consolidated 
schedules (for example during rush hour or during professional sporting events in 
downtown Seattle), and the impacts of these additional crossing closures must be 
incorporated in the examination of economic externalities.  
 
First, the agencies must look at whether additional crossing closures will impact 
levels of service, including those relating to emergency response times. If levels of 
service are affected, the agencies should examine options for mitigation and how 
they might be employed, as well as who would bear the cost of mitigation. 
 
The agencies should also look at how additional rail traffic might impact non-rail 
freight mobility and access to local businesses. The GPT project would likely 
increase the number of trains traveling near a number of Washington’s largest 
ports, tourist centers, and economic hubs, and the agencies should look at the effects 
of rail crossing delays on the movement of goods and people in these areas.  One 
specific example is the prospect of numerous trains in short time spans along the 
Seattle waterfront impacting the ferry system, cruise ship terminals, tourist access 
to Pike Place Market and the Seattle Center.  This type of economic externality goes 
to the core of an accurate assessment of the incremental impact of the proposal, and 
the vital role this public process plays. 
 

B. Impacts to Existing Freight Cargo and Passenger Rail 
 
The transport of coal to the GPT facility would roughly double the tonnage of freight 
being transported by rail in Washington, and the agencies should thoroughly 
examine the impact this quantitative increase will have on local industries. 
Specifically, the agencies should evaluate the impact coal train traffic will have on 
the cost and ease of transporting goods within the state (agricultural and aerospace 
products, for example), and the relative difference between the pricing and impacts 
to short- and long-haul shipments. 
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In addition to the impacts to local industry, the agencies should examine the impact 
that added freight rail traffic will have on passenger rail service. The agencies 
should determine what effect, if any, GPT-induced rail traffic will have on rates, 
dependability, and frequency of passenger rail services like Amtrak. 
 

C. Impacts to Ferry System and San Juan Straits Marine Traffic 
 
The GPT project has the potential to substantially impact the Washington State 
Ferries system, both in the Puget Sound where rail traffic may interfere with ferry 
loading and unloading, and in the San Juan Straits, where coal-transporting vessels 
may inhibit ferry and other existing marine traffic. 
 
The agencies should first examine the impact that GPT-induced rail traffic will have 
on ferry docks throughout the Puget Sound, especially the Edmonds dock. The 
Edmonds-Kingston run is one of the state’s busiest, transporting over 4 million 
passengers a year and serving as an important corridor for vehicle freight traffic. 
Train traffic and the associated vehicle traffic disruptions along the rail lines directly 
adjacent to the ferry dock have already resulted in the elimination of two daily 
sailings. The agencies should examine the impact of additional rail traffic on ferry 
docks like Edmonds, paying particular attention to the potential need for congestion 
mitigation measures and where funding obligations for such measures would fall. 
 
The GPT project also has the potential to impact ferry traffic traveling across the 
Haro and Rosario Straits around the San Juan Islands. In addition to other ferry 
traffic, Washington State Ferries sail across these straits over 20,000 times per year, 
and the agencies should examine the effect GPT-induced vessel traffic will have on 
the safety, cost, and timeliness of existing ferry routes. Further, the agencies should 
evaluate the probability of vessel collisions, ferry or otherwise, in these straits, 
including a review of the available and necessary emergency and rapid response 
capabilities. 
 

D. Effect on Property Value 
 
The GPT project is likely to create a number of conditions that may adversely affect 
property values statewide, with particularly negative implications in certain 
targeted areas.  The environmental review should include further analysis of all 
potential impacts to property value and any impacts to local governments as a result 
of property value changes. 
 
Studies to date have identified a number of rail traffic impacts that may alter 
property values around Washington. Access and vehicular traffic issues, vibration, 
life safety, horn noise, pollution, and stigma and perception are all likely to impact 
the assessed value of property in close proximity to rail lines, and the agencies must 
consider the degree to which property values will be affected, the range of 
properties affected, and the net impact on Washington properties. 
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In addition to determining what property value changes might occur, the agencies 
should evaluate the impact these changes will have on tax revenue collected by state 
and local governments. This evaluation should include a calculation of the net effect 
the GPT project will have on tax collections at both local and state levels. 
 

E. Net Employment Changes 
 
The environmental review process should include a thorough analysis of the 
project’s impact on local and regional job growth. In evaluating the jobs that may be 
created, the analysis should include the wage level, location, and duration of these 
jobs, as well as whether the existing workforce is adequately equipped to fill the 
new positions. The analysis should also review the economic expense at which new 
jobs are created, specifically the impact that the project will have on other economic 
development projects. The agencies should also look at the employment impacts felt 
elsewhere in Washington, and determine the net employment impact of the project. 
 
In addition to employment figures, the agencies should examine the impact that 
employment changes will have on communities around the state (both positive and 
negative). Changes in tax revenues and consumer spending should be evaluated 
relative to both construction and operational stages.   
 

F. Public Investment Necessary to Maintain Transportation Infrastructure 
 
Based on existing analyses of Washington’s rail infrastructure, we understand from 
previous WSDOT analyses that the number of trains expected to transport coal to 
the GPT site would force many major railways to operate at or above capacity. As a 
result, according to much of the analysis identified to date, many incremental 
upgrades are probable as a result of GPT-induced traffic, and we encourage the 
agencies to carefully examine where rail infrastructure improvements would be 
likely to occur, and what sources of funding would be used for such improvements.  
 
Within the review of these potential rail infrastructure improvements, it is vital that 
the agencies consider the long-term growth in the state’s infrastructure needs, and 
evaluate the GPT project with projected long-term, multi-industry economic growth 
in mind. A cumulative analysis in this regard is critical to accurately measuring the 
true incremental effect of this project.   
 
Apart from potential rail improvements, the agencies should study the increased 
costs of rail maintenance necessitated by the additional rail traffic and by coal dust 
and debris. Research has shown coal to be a particularly costly commodity to 
transport due to the effect of coal dust on rail infrastructure, and the agencies 
should consider both the impact of additional rail traffic and the impact of rail traffic 
moving large quantities of coal. The share of increased marginal costs borne by the 
public at the local, regional, and state level should be noted in detail so an accurate 
accounting of transportation externalities can be conducted. 



 
 

5 
 

 
Also relating to public investment, the agencies should examine the cost of 
mitigation measures, such as additional overpasses, tunnels, crossings, and 
diversions, which additional rail traffic will likely motivate, especially relative to 
economic impacts.  The location of necessary or probable mitigation projects, as 
well as the portion of the cost contributed by local governments, should be 
described to enable such entities to conduct financial analyses. Again, the need for 
mitigation measures should be evaluated in the context of long-term growth models 
that account for traditional changes in economic conditions, industry growth, and 
fluctuating population demographics.  
 

G. Impact of Market Volatility on Commerce and Infrastructure 
 
Apart from the immediate impacts of the GPT project, we urge the agencies to 
analyze the longterm viability of infrastructure and mitigation investments in light 
of coal’s market volatility and variable demand. Domestic coal consumption has 
declined recently, due in part to competition from other energy sources, and it 
seems probable that such trends will occur elsewhere.  
 
Coal’s share of energy production in China has fallen in the past year, and reports 
suggest that coal surpluses are accumulating as coal-burning power plants taper 
energy production in the face of declining energy demand. Further, the world’s two 
largest coal exporting countries, Australia and Indonesia, lie in close proximity to 
Asian markets, giving them a substantial advantage in a commodity market largely 
driven by transportation costs. 
 
On top of $665 million cost of constructing the GPT facility, significant public 
investment will be necessary to accommodate the project, and much of 
Washington’s transportation infrastructure will have to be altered and tailored 
toward the export of coal. It is prudent for the agencies to analyze longterm viability 
of coal as a significant economic driver within the review process to effectively 
capture the sustained impact of the GPT project on the state’s built environment. 
 

 
II. Impacts to the Natural Environment 

  
A. Greenhouse Gases and Emission Targets 

 
Washington has made a public policy commitment to lower greenhouse gas 
emissions and move away from coal as an energy source. Part of this commitment is 
the consideration of climate impacts under SEPA. WAC 197-11-444 and WAC 197-
11-752 establish that "climate" is one of the many environmental impacts to be 
reviewed under SEPA, and informal Attorney General's Office opinions clarify that 
"[t]aken together, the SEPA statute and rules provide that, to the extent that 
greenhouse gas emissions and global warming/climate change have 'specific 
adverse environmental impacts' or 'significant adverse impacts,' SEPA grants 
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authority to state and local agencies to condition or deny proposed actions based on 
those impacts pursuant to formally designated policies."  
 
Given the substantial increase in greenhouse gas emissions likely to result from the 
GPT project and the annual export of millions of tons of coal, we urge the lead 
agencies to analyze the project’s impacts on global climate change relative to 
Washington’s interests. Additionally, the EIS should assess the consistency of 
proposed coal export projects with existing state commitments and targets, as well 
as reviewing the negative impacts to quality of life, public health, and the 
environment which are associated with climate change.  This includes the impacts of 
climate change in our community; ocean acidification, increased likelihood of 
reduced snowpack, flooding, summer droughts, and forest fires risk, and quality of 
coastal and near-shore habitat. 

 
B. Impacts of Air and Noise Pollution 

 
Current studies have identified a number of concerns relating to air and noise 
pollution that may be generated by the GPT project.  One of the many sources of 
pollution is coal dust that escapes from open-top rail cars. The agencies should 
thoroughly review the potential for coal dust to contaminate the areas along rail 
corridors where coal will be transported, including a review of the efficacy of 
various retention methods.  
 
The agencies should also analyze the impact of additional rail traffic on air quality. 
Diesel particulate matter being expelled from locomotives is linked to a number of 
health risks, and the agencies should review the potential for increased pulmonary 
and cardiopulmonary health problems, increasingly severe and frequent asthma 
attacks, and heightened cancer rates that may occur along rail corridors as a result 
of pollution from GPT-induced rail traffic. 
 
In addition to air quality, the agencies should evaluate the impacts of increased 
noise and vibration caused by the additional coal-hauling freight trains. Physicians’ 
groups have associated noise pollution with cardiovascular disease, cognitive 

impairment in children, sleep disturbance and resultant fatigue, hypertension, arrhythmia, 

and increased rate of accidents and injuries, as well as the exacerbation of mental health 

disorders such as depression, stress and anxiety, and psychosis. The project review 

should include an assessment of potential impacts of this sort. 

 
C. Impacts to Marine Environment 

 
The GPT project is likely to impact the marine environment around Cherry Point in a 
number of ways, and the agencies should thoroughly review these impacts at each 
stage of the project. During construction, the agencies should analyze the impacts of 
sea-floor disturbance and increased turbidity, as well as noise from pile driving and 
seismic surveys. After construction, the impacts of shading from the pier and wharf, 
toxics from the terminal’s outfall pipes, night lighting, and noise from vessel 
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operations should be evaluated. The agencies should examine the effects of large 
capacity coal storage in close proximity to the water, paying special attention to the 
possibility of coal dust entering the marine environment. 
 
In addition to the impacts of the project site, the agencies should review the 
potential impacts of the additional 974 annual transits of giant bulk carriers 
necessary to serve the GPT project. The quantity of fuel carried by Panamax and 
Cape-size vessels, in conjunction with their poor maneuverability and the fact that 
they are not required to have a tug escort, necessitates the need for a thorough 
evaluation of vessel travel in the increasingly congested waterways of Rosario and 
Haro straits. The agencies should also examine safety requirements for vessels 
transporting coal (especially in comparison to vessels transporting other harmful 
commodities such as oil), and should review the need for additional emergency 
response resources necessary to safely accommodate additional vessels of the size 
proposed. 
 
 

III. Cumulative and Net Impacts 
 
In addition to the discrete impacts list above, we strongly urge the agencies to 
analyze the effects of the GPT project cumulatively, in light of other coal export 
proposals in the Pacific Northwest. These additional projects will almost certainly 
have similar impacts (in type if not in extent), and the potential aggregate impacts 
should be analyzed in the environmental review process. The very nature of a 
comprehensive assessment requires a cumulative assessment that accurately 
identifies and analyzes the externalities of multi-site proposals.   
 
Further, we want to emphasize the need to evaluate the broader economic impacts 
on a statewide scale, not solely the communities in close proximity to the proposed 
site. The gravity of the GPT proposal is such that the impacts, both positive and 
negative, will be felt in all parts of Washington. Only through a comprehensive and 
thorough review process can all affected parties understand and assess the scope of 
the project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Undersigned 
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Rep. Reuven Carlyle – 36th District 
 

 
Rep. Joe Fitzgibbon – 34th District 
 

 
Rep. Kristine Lytton – 40th District 
 

 
Rep.  Chris Reykdal – 22nd District 
 

 
Rep. Gerry Pollet – 46th District 
 

 
Rep. Ruth Kagi – 32nd District 
 

 
Rep. Laurie Jinkins – 27th District 
 

 
Rep. Jessyn Farrell – 46th District 
 

 
Rep. Cindy Ryu – 32nd District  
 

 
Rep. Gael Tarleton – 36th District 
 

 
Rep. Marcie Maxwell – 41st District 
 

 
Rep. Jeff Morris – 40th District 
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January 18, 2013 
 
GBT/BNSF Custer Spur EIS Co‐Lead Agencies 
c/o CH2M HILL 
1100 112th Ave NE, Suite 400 
Bellevue, WA 98004 
 
RE: Public comment period on EIS scoping – Letter of Support 
 
The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency is a regional air quality management agency 
serving King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties. Our mission is to maintain 
healthy air quality and protect our climate. Because the proposed Gateway Pacific 
Terminal and Custer Spur modifications would impact the air quality and climate in 
our four counties, we are providing specific scoping comments to ensure the 
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the project thoroughly identifies and 
analyzes the air quality and climate effects in our jurisdiction.  
 
A. Potentially Affected Resources and Extent of Analysis of those Resources 
 

1) Direct and Indirect Effects on King, Kitsap, Pierce, and Snohomish County 
Air Resources and Climate Resulting from the Project Should be Considered in the 
EIS 

The proposed project would facilitate rail shipment of large quantities of bulk 
commodities through at least Snohomish County, and very likely King and Pierce 
counties as well. The proposed volume of coal would be approximately equal to 
four percent of national coal production. The potential increases in rail activity in 
our region would be substantial, and the levels of other activities associated with 
the project would also increase considerably. The large scale of potential project‐
induced activity in, near, or affecting one or more of our counties warrants careful 
analysis, even though the proposed terminal would be in Whatcom County. The EIS 
should thoroughly analyze the direct and indirect effects of the proposed project on 
our counties’ air resources and climate, and on the people who live there, including 
but not limited to environmental justice communities and the built and natural 
environment.  
 

a. Activities 

At a minimum, the EIS should quantify and analyze direct and indirect effects in 
King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish counties of air pollutants and greenhouse gases 
to be emitted from the following project‐related sources: 

• Locomotive engines 
• Fugitive dust (coal or other commodities) from railcars while in transit 

(e.g. through our counties) to the proposed terminal 
• Combustion of coal that is enabled by the project 
• Idling of on‐road vehicles at railroad crossings while waiting for all trains 
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related to this project 
• All indirect changes in locomotive activity (e.g. idling of non‐project‐related locomotives) due 
to increased rail congestion caused by this project 

• Ships coming to and leaving the terminal 
 

b. Pollutants 

Air pollutants listed below should be quantified and analyzed from each of the above sources in 
section A(1)(a), as applicable: 

• Diesel particulate matter  
• All relevant criteria pollutants  
• All relevant hazardous and toxic air pollutants 
• All relevant greenhouse gases  
• Black carbon  
• Mercury 

 
c. Analyses 

The EIS should quantify and analyze the following effects of the project: 

• Effects on ambient air concentrations of all relevant criteria pollutants and toxic or hazardous 
air pollutants. Dispersion modeling, global chemical transport modeling or other appropriate 
quantitative modeling should be used to determine potential ambient air concentrations. 
(Transport of air pollutants resulting from overseas combustion of project‐related coal should 
be considered as a potential effect.) 

• Effects on local air quality alongside rail corridors in King, Pierce and Snohomish counties, and 
the communities in these corridors. 

• Health effects associated with increased ambient concentrations to be caused by the project. 
This analysis should include evaluation of impacts on communities already burdened by air‐
related health impacts and/or other identified environmental justice communities. 

• Effects on the climate from pollutants emitted from all sources of air pollution listed in section 
A(1)(a) above, including the coal combustion enabled by the project, in a qualitative or semi‐
quantitative analysis. We ask the co‐lead agencies to research how other EISs are addressing 
cumulative impacts on climate change to ensure that the effects described in this paragraph 
are adequately identified and evaluated. 

• Effects from deposition of black carbon onto snow in the Cascade Mountains, including, but 
not limited to, effects on snow melt and surface temperature and the impact these effects 
would have on power generation, water supplies, and recreation. A study that could help 
guide this analysis is “Measured black carbon deposition on the Sierra Nevada snow pack and 
implication for snow pack retreat” published in the Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics 
journal, http://www.atmos‐chem‐phys.net/10/7505/2010/acp‐10‐7505‐2010.pdf . We 
request this study be reviewed and considered. 

• Effects on ecosystems and human health from deposition and bioaccumulation of air 
pollutants into the Puget Sound, rivers, and lakes. Relevant pollutants include mercury, 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, metals, other hazardous air pollutants, particles, ozone 
precursors, and peroxyacetyl nitrate. A global transport model should be used to quantify 
deposition. 

• Effects on ecosystem acidification from increased levels of carbon dioxide from the coal 
combustion enabled by the project, including ocean acidification. 
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2) Cumulative Effects on Air Resources from the Project and all other Past, Present and 
Reasonably Foreseeable Projects 

The EIS should thoroughly analyze the cumulative effects associated with the proposed project 
by analyzing the incremental impact on the counties’ air resources, including climate, of the 
project added to all other projects past, present and reasonably foreseeable in the future, 
regardless of who is proposing – or may propose – the other projects. Other projects should 
include, but not be limited to, the proposed Millennium project in Longview, WA and the other 
terminals under discussion including: Port of St. Helens/Port Westward, OR; Coos Bay, OR; Port 
of Morrow, OR; Port of Grays Harbor/Hoquiam, WA; and Westshore, Roberts Bank, British 
Columbia. 
 
This should include the cumulative effects of all currently proposed or reasonably foreseeable 
projects that would impact the air resources, including at least all proposals that would increase 
train traffic along the same corridors and those that would increase coal combustion. The 
activities, pollutants, and analyses described in the “Direct and Indirect Effects” section above 
should also be analyzed for cumulative effects. Note that proposed terminals south of our 
agency’s area might result in rail traffic through Pierce, King and Snohomish counties unless 
these projects’ proponents have committed otherwise. 

 
Cumulative effects should be analyzed over the entire life of the potential project impact and 
not just the life of the project. The timeframe for determining which future projects to include 
should be at least as far into the future as the date by which all currently proposed or 
reasonably foreseeable similar projects would be operational. 

 
3) Incomplete Information 

We understand that there may be elements of the analyses for which perfect information is 
unavailable at the time. In these circumstances, the EIS should be based upon conservative or 
worst‐case assumptions, rather than omitting quantifying or analyzing relevant effects.  See for 
example, WAC 197‐11‐080. For example, if at the time of the analysis it is not known whether 
trains would pass through a particular location, more precise project information should be 
obtained. If that cannot happen, then the EIS should assume that they would pass through that 
location, in both directions (loaded and empty). The EIS should use this approach even if trains 
would be assumed to “be in more than one place at a time.” The alternative is to obtain more 
precise project information. As another example, if at the time of the analysis it is not known 
where project‐related coal would be combusted, the EIS should assume it would all be 
combusted in one reasonable worst‐case location to ensure that adequate identification and 
evaluation of impacts is performed in the EIS.  

 
4) Insignificance 

For effects determined insignificant by the EIS, the EIS should include a description of the 
relative magnitude of the effects and clearly show how the conclusion of insignificance was 
reached.  

 
A. Measures to Avoid, Minimize and Mitigate Effects of the Proposals 

 
Although the EIS analyses are not complete, there are specific measures and actions that would 
minimize or mitigate the project’s effects on air resources and climate. The EIS should include and 
evaluate these measures: 



 

 4 

 The project should include a binding mechanism to ensure that only the lowest‐emitting 
locomotives are used for the increased rail activity enabled by the project, such as locomotives 
meeting U.S. EPA Tier 4 emissions standards from 2015 on; 

 The project should include binding mechanisms to ensure the best operational practices are 
used to minimize locomotive idling and emissions along the entire rail corridors used to serve 
the project; 

 The project should include or ensure maximum installation of grade separations to minimize the 
effects of on‐road vehicle idling at rail crossings along the entire rail corridors used to serve the 
project; 

 The project should include binding mechanisms to ensure the use of the best available control 
technology on railcars to minimize fugitive coal dust emissions, potentially including completely‐
covered cars if feasible; and 

 The project should include binding mechanisms to ensure the use of the best available control 
technology or other means to minimize emissions from ships, in transit and at berth.  

 
B. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

 
Notwithstanding the above recommended measures, this proposal would likely also result in some 
significant unavoidable impacts. These include: 

 Combustion of the coal would – for the foreseeable future – unavoidably emit greenhouse gases 
and black carbon. The project would exacerbate the changing of our climate.  

 Due to state and federal decision‐makers’ inability to require emission control devices or 
otherwise influence the amount of air pollution from coal combustion overseas, air pollution 
and human health impacts would also likely be unavoidable. 

 
C. Alternatives 

 
The EIS should include a thorough description and analysis of each reasonable alternative, including the 
no action alternative. The EIS should include, but not be limited to, analysis of an alternative that 
implements the project at a time when effective control measures could be used to mitigate the 
negative effects on our climate. 
 
The proposed project has drawn an enormous amount of attention, including in our jurisdiction. The 
project’s effects would be significant and the EIS should include analyses of impacts, alternatives and 
mitigation measures as described in this letter. If you have any questions or would like to discuss our 
comments, please contact Andrew Green at (206) 689‐4053. We look forward to working with you 
further on this important EIS. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Craig Kenworthy 
Executive Director 
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 

 















































































Name: McAuley, Mike

Date: Jan. 22, 2013

City: Bellingham

Part: Multiple/not listed

Human environment: Traffic or safety, Other human environment topic

EIS process: Area of potential effect, EIS/regulatory process, Other EIS process topic

Comment:

21 January 2013

From:Mike McAuley
Commissioner , Port of Bellingham
1801 Roeder Ave.
Bellingham, WA 98225

To:GPT/Custer Spur EIS 
c/o CH2MHill and Co‐lead Agencies
1100 112th Ave. NE, Suite 400
Bellevue, WA 98004

Re: Gateway Pacific Terminal Scoping Comments

Dear Sir or Madam,

As the only government body with elected representation tasked by the people of Whatcom County
to focus strictly on the fulfillment of certain, “essential transportation and economic development
needs of this region while providing leadership in maintaining greater Whatcom County’s overall
economic vitality” and, given that the Gateway Pacific Terminal project meets county and state
thresholds of significant impact, it is, therefore, incumbent upon representative of the Port of
Bellingham, on behalf of the citizens of Whatcom County whose interests the port serves, to request
that the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Gateway Pacific Terminal (GPT) project, as
proposed, include a robust assessment of transportation and economic impacts, both positive and
negative, created by the project. 

It should be noted that in 2010 the Port of Bellingham submitted a letter to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources in support of a potential terminal at Cherry Point. While not specific
in drawing distinctions regarding the commodities supported by a terminal, the Port of Bellingham
has a long standing position generally in favor of a deep‐water terminal at that location.

Because an EIS is designed less as a tool to find what is ‘right’ about a project and more intent on
finding those actions that will create significant environmental burdens or consequences, it is
important for the port to be interested in issues pertaining to the purview of the port and within the



bounds of law; specifically, the economic and transportation impacts of the project.

Per Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197‐11‐444, the EIS is required to consider the following:
2(c) Transportation 
(i) Transportation systems 
(ii) Vehicular traffic 
(iii) Waterborne, rail, and air traffic 
(iv) Parking 
(v) Movement/circulation of people or goods 
(vi) Traffic hazards 

The Washington State Department of Ecology and Whatcom County have determined GPT to be a
project of significant impact, it is, therefore, wise to consider not only the immediate environmental
impacts at the site but also the wider impacts upon the infrastructure required to support the terminal

While the burden and risk associated with the commodities carried on the rail are to be borne by
private entities, the rail line itself does cross a significant number of public roadways and will create
impacts at or near those crossings. An example of an analogous situation is the addition of a multi‐acre
shopping center at a busy intersection; there is a local standard for Level of Service (LoS) that is
acceptable at that intersection, with the addition of the shopping center that LoS will be reduced if
not mitigated by improvements. In regards to the GPT project there will be additional and easily
measurable traffic at the intersections of public roadways with the BNSF line. 

On behalf of the citizens of Whatcom County, I believe that the Port of Bellingham has a direct
interest in understanding and mitigating transportation impacts to public properties owned by the
port, notably in the City of Bellingham’s Fairhaven and Waterfront Districts but also, in general,
impacts that may accrue at various crossings throughout the county causing notable delays to
commerce on county roadways. 

There are quantifiable costs for traffic delays that prevent business, commercial or commuter activities
from ready access to truck routes, state highways and major county roadways historically utilized by
Whatcom County businesses and residents. As such, please include in the EIS a complete analysis and
possible mitigations for traffic impacts that consider both the additional burdens from auto traffic and
the effects of increased rail traffic throughout the county.

Furthermore, per WAC 197‐11‐448 the EIS may consider “the general welfare, social, economic, and
other requirements…in making final decisions.” 

Private enterprise should not unduly burden the public by shifting responsibilities and costs onto that
public when that enterprise has no broad public purpose. This statement is reinforced by Whatcom
County Code, Section 20.88.130(6): the proposed major development “Will not impose
uncompensated requirements for public expenditures for additional utilities, facilities and services, and
will not impose uncompensated costs on other property owned.” 

Whereas the Port of Bellingham is chartered to directly serve the public within the bounds of
Whatcom County and indirectly the public in our region, it is inherent in that charter that the port’s
representatives have “pledge[d]…to be a responsible trustee of our publicly owned assets”, in part, by



appraising projects of significance, such as GPT, where the project has wide ranging economic
impacts. 

To that end, it is in the best interest of the people of Whatcom County that, as a commissioner for the
Port of Bellingham, a request be made that the EIS thoroughly consider the economic impacts, both
positive and negative, of the GPT proposal on Whatcom County’s various cities, the county itself and
the region serving or being served by Whatcom County. 

The Port of Bellingham was chartered by a vote of the people 92 years ago to serve public interests
throughout Whatcom County and, by extension of those interests, the northwestern region of
Washington State. The port owns, on behalf of the people of Whatcom County, substantial real estate
holdings directly affected by the proposed project. Furthermore, as a key economic development
agency for Whatcom County, the port has an interest in efforts that impact the county and regional
economy. It is in the spirit of fully understanding the effects of the project on this county that I, as a
representative of the citizens of Whatcom County on the commission of the Port of Bellingham,
request the NEPA and SEPA processes engage a robust analysis of the transportation and economic
impacts in developing the Gateway Pacific Terminal EIS.

With most sincere regards,

____________________________________________
Mike McAuley, Commission Vice‐President

*hard copy to follow via US Mail
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  1     FERNDALE, WASHINGTON; THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 29, 2012

  2                       -- oo O oo --

  3             GARY JENSEN:  Gary Jensen.  Mayor City of

  4   Ferndale.

  5             So for historical perspective you're looking

  6   at a permit for Cherry Point.  And in 1954 the first

  7   industry to move to Cherry Point was the Mobil Oil

  8   refinery, has now become Phillips 66.  Next came the

  9   Alcoa aluminum smelter.  And the next came the BP

 10   Cherry Point refinery.  And then finally Tenaska, the

 11   cogeneration plant that is now owned by Puget Power.

 12             So in that time, since 1954 until today, all

 13   those industries have created jobs for our community,

 14   they've been good parts for our community, they've

 15   been our little league coaches, they've been our

 16   volunteers, they've been our citizens who buy our

 17   homes, shop in our grocery stores.

 18             The important part that I think people need

 19   to remember is that you look at the examples of what

 20   we've asked those industries to do; how they've been

 21   good corporate citizens.

 22             BP Cherry Point is finishing up a

 23   $400 million retrofit in conjunction with the

 24   Northwest Clear Air Agency, to do a cleaner, greener

 25   product.
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  1             The Phillips 66 plant is over $150 million.

  2             Alcoa has done all kinds of retrofits.

  3             Tenaska, now Puget Power, is a cogeneration

  4   plant.

  5             So there is a history there of when we, the

  6   citizens, and your industries have asked those

  7   industries to change and do a better product and to

  8   treat our environment in a sound way, they have

  9   reacted.

 10             So there is no reason to believe that you,

 11   as the people that are going to do this permit, can

 12   ask the same thing of them.

 13             I don't think it's either a yes or no

 14   proposition; it's do what we ask.

 15             In terms of the City of Ferndale, our

 16   support for the project is not unconditional, it never

 17   has been.  We want them to be a good neighbor like the

 18   neighbors that we have now.

 19             We like those people, they're good

 20   industries, they employ our citizens, and we'd like

 21   you to set up regulations where we can have another

 22   good neighbor.

 23             Thank you.

 24                          oo-OO-oo

 25             CHRIS JOHNSON:  My name is Chris Johnson.  I
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1 never happened before.  The foundation results -- $1200  

2 worth of -- flooding into our basement.  The sewer line  

3 broke on our home and both neighbors homes in the same   

4 three day period which cost us all $900 each.            

5      My family won't stay with me.  The babies cry, and  

6 they can't sleep.  I people that people be considered in 

7 a mathematical balance to jobs created.                  

8           MS. STRAUSZ-CLARK:  16, 17, and 18.  16,       

9 you're at the microphone.  17 and 18, you're at the      

10 table.                                                   

11      please state your name, for the record.             

12           THE SPEAKER:  My name is Ramon Hayes.  I'm the 

13 mayor of the Town of La Conner.  And thank you for       

14 putting together this forum.                             

15      I know there is a lot of feelings of many of you    

16 here today totally opposed to the concept of coal as an  

17 energy and then those who say, hey, we need the jobs.    

18 All of those positions are understandable, but the more  

19 I look into this, the more questions I have.  And I'm    

20 certainly not comprehensively informed entirely to my    

21 satisfaction on this issue.                              

22      It seems to me the more questions I ask, the more   

23 questions get raised.  Several of those questions if the 

24 terminal at Cherry Point is not constructed, will those  

25 trains simply still come through this area and right on  
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1 up to Canada, and is there anything we can do to control 

2 the flow of traffic with trains in an increased number?  

3      So my comment today and with the many mitigation    

4 issues involved with this situation, but the one that I  

5 would like to highlight if, in fact, those trains aren't 

6 -- is transportation, and transportation absolutely has  

7 to be a component of your study and the impacts that     

8 would affect many people, not only in Bellingham and     

9 other areas, but the area I'm concerned about is Skagit  

10 County along the I-5 corridor, to be quite honest with   

11 you.                                                     

12      I believe that those that would benefit, the        

13 companies from this would have to participate also       

14 financially in funding those infrastructure improvement  

15 projects.                                                

16      So that's my comment, and I thank you for your      

17 time.                                                    

18           MS. STRAUSZ-CLARK:  17, 18 and 19.  17, you're 

19 at the microphone.  18 and 19, you're at the table.      

20      Please state your name for the record.              

21           THE SPEAKER:  My name is Brad Whaley, and I    

22 live at 20299 Gardner Court, Burlington.  My wife and I  

23 own a business in Burlington which is located less than  

24 a block from the railroad tracks running north and south 

25 and the spur that runs west to Anacortes and east to     





























Name: Williams, Phil

Date: Jan. 22, 2013

City: Edmonds

Part: Rail

Human environment: Noise, Human health, Traffic or safety, Other human environment topic

EIS process: Area of potential effect, Other EIS process topic

Comment:

I am the Public Works and Utilities Director for the City of Edmonds. I am submitting the following information and requests electronically on behalf of the
City. The letter has also be mailed to the address specified.

January 18th, 2013

To: Co-lead agencies for the subject EIS
GPT/BNSF Custer Spur EIS Co-Lead Agencies
c/o CH2M HILL
1100 112th Avenue NE, Suite 400
Bellevue, WA 98004

Alice Kelly
Northwest Regional Office, Department of Ecology

Randel Perry
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Branch
Northwest Field Office

Tyler Schroeder
Planning and Development Services, Whatcom County
RE: GPT/BNSF Custer Spur EIS
From: City of Edmonds
Subject: Comments regarding scoping

The City of Edmonds wishes to provide comment regarding the scope of the subject EIS being prepared by the Department of Ecology (Ecology), the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE), and Whatcom County as co-lead agencies. 

Edmonds City Council adopted resolution No. 1280 on July 13th, 2012 expressing significant concerns about the potential for increased rail traffic related
to the Gateway Pacific Terminal proposed by SSA Marine for Cherry Point in Whatcom County. A copy of that resolution is attached. We ask that it
specifically be made a part of the scoping summary report.

Edmonds has 4 ½ miles of shoreline on Puget Sound. Throughout that distance BNSF operates either a single rail line or a double track system. BNSF is
in the process of converting their entire frontage in Edmonds to a double track system but the timing of that project has not been released by BNSF. It
would appear, based on information made available to date, that virtually all freight destined for shipment from this proposed terminal would pass through
Edmonds on existing BNSF rail lines. This trackage currently handles an average of 45 trains each day, including both freight and passenger trains. Each
movement through Edmonds blocks both Dayton and Main streets either in sequence (passenger trains) or simultaneously (freight trains). This existing level
of train traffic already creates a number of significant issues for our citizens and visitors. 

Emergency Response

When a train passes one of Edmonds’ at-grade crossings emergency vehicles must wait for it to clear before a response can be made. This includes law
enforcement, fire suppression, and paramedic/ambulance services. The portion of Edmonds cut-off by passing trains includes the Edmonds Senior Center,
two City parks, a nationally known dive park, four restaurants, the Port of Edmonds with 897 slips, a busy Dog Park, a sizeable office building, and
residential condominiums. Accounting for the average speed of freight and passenger trains through Edmonds and their respective average lengths, this
creates a total of approximately 4 ½ hours of blockage each day with more than 90% of that from freight trains. That is 4 ½ hours each day where
emergency responders can’t get to those who need their services. This is the current situation. Any further reduction in response times would be
unacceptable. Train traffic is estimated to grow from 45 trains per day (TPD) to 70 TPD by 2020 and 104 TPD by 2030. The 9-18 coal trains necessary
to supply the proposed terminal analyzed by this EIS is the single biggest, identifiable block of new rail traffic being proposed. Now is the time to analyze
the impacts of rail traffic growth on Cities that host BNSF rail lines. There may never be another opportunity to do so. Train traffic is likely to grow slowly
over time to the levels cited above. It is quite possible we won’t see another major EIS on a new facility as dependent on rail as this one is. The EIS



process for this project needs to thoroughly evaluate the environmental, social, economic, and transportation impacts that are clearly foreseeable when
looked at as part of the underlying growth of rail traffic in Washington State. This is an issue of public safety for the City of Edmonds and several other
cities in our state.

Edmonds requests the scope of the EIS include a detailed study of the baseline interference to traffic patterns between trains and vehicle traffic at both
Dayton and Main streets and then project the change in those patterns out to the year 2030, including, but not limited to, projected coal train traffic. The
study should identify possible alternatives to resolving these conflicts which can be analyzed as possible mitigation for this project.

Ferry Traffic Interruption

Edmonds hosts the only remaining location where ferry loading and unloading operations are at grade over BNSF rail lines. This results in significant and
increasing delays to all modes of travel. With train traffic increasing over time this problem will become only more acute. The Edmonds/Kingston route
carries more vehicle traffic than any other route in the Washington State ferry system (2010/2011 totals). It also carries nearly 4 million passengers each
year, second only to the Bainbridge Island crossing. This connection is a critical part of the Puget Sound transportation network for commuting, tourism,
and freight. The additional delays inherent to increased rail traffic, particularly by long, relatively slow coal trains, will be considerable. Unmitigated, these
delays could begin to impact ferry schedules and capacity. The volume of both passengers and vehicles choosing to use the ferry system could be reduced
as a result. This would reduce revenues to the system and place more vehicles on our busy highways. There is also an issue of safety at these two
crossings. Edmonds has experienced two train/vehicle accidents in the last three months, one where a passenger train struck a very large semi-tractor trailer
at Main Street illustrating the significant safety concerns at this location. This issue needs additional and detailed analysis leading to specific proposals to
eliminate this at-grade conflict. The EIS should study these interferences with Ferry system operations and make reliable projections based on expected
conditions out to 2030. This information can be used in conversations regarding mitigation should the project continue to move forward.

Noise

The 45 trains that come through Edmonds each day blow their whistle at each of our two crossings. That is a total of eight for each train or 360 high-
intensity blasts every 24 hours which could rise to over 800 in the future. These horns are required by the FRA to put out a minimum sound pressure level
of 96 dBA and a maximum of 110 dBA at a 100 foot distance in front of the train. This is occurring in an area where over two million cars and four million
people transit, many of them twice each day. The most acute exposures are likely to be to walk-on ferry riders, people waiting for a Sounder or Amtrak
train, and citizens trying to enjoy the public amenities at Edmonds’ waterfront parks. These noise levels are well above levels that can cause hearing loss to
those not wearing hearing protection. It is also loud enough, according to available research, to cause significant interruption to normal conversation as
much as a mile and a half from the track. No comprehensive study has been conducted in Edmonds that measures the sound level and impacts of train
whistles on hearing loss, sleep patterns, real estate prices, or stress levels. Such a study should be completed that is Edmonds-specific and projects to
2030 train traffic levels so that noise abatement strategies can be discussed intelligently during deliberations about mitigation. In the alternative, project
proponents should commit to the establishment of a complete “Quiet Zone” for downtown Edmonds two crossings that incorporates all of the available
strategies to enhance pedestrian and vehicle safety while eliminating the need for train whistles.

PDF Attachment:  Resolution_1280.pdf















































































Date: Jan. 22, 2013

City: Monroe

Part: Rail

Human environment: Noise, Air quality, Human health, Traffic or safety

EIS process: Area of potential effect

Comment:

These scoping comments are submitted to you in my capacity as Mayor of the City of Monroe,
Washington. While the project proposal, as submitted by the project proponents, is limited to 1,200
acres at Cherry Point, the City of Monroe will also suffer from potentially significant adverse
environmental impacts, due to the increase in train traffic through the center of Monroe. 
The following specific scoping comments are provided for consideration and inclusion in the Final
Scoping Document, in order to inform the various alternatives to be studied in the EIS.
1.Please analyze the cumulative impacts of all currently proposed coal export facilities and/or dry bulk
commodity terminals within Washington and Oregon in a Cumulative Impact Analysis pursuant to the
National Environmental Protection Act. Specifically, please analyze the cumulative impact to existing
freight and passenger train traffic capacity in Washington State as well as the cumulative impacts to
natural and cultural resources resulting from the increase in freight train trips through the City of
Monroe. In addition to the proposed coal terminal, the BP Refinery located within the Cherry Point
Industrial Area has applied for permits to develop new railroad (loop) infrastructure that is intended to
accommodate a planned for increase in trains carrying crude oil from the Midwest to their facilities at
Cherry Point. This one additional train every two days can be expected to travel on the BNSF line
traveling through the City of Monroe and then to the refinery itself. Please include this additional train
traffic in the Cumulative Impact Analysis. 
2.Please analyze the increase in impacts to the health and welfare of the citizens of Monroe, including
impacts from diesel emissions from trains, noise, and the potential for increased rail/car and
rail/pedestrian accidents through a comprehensive independent third‐party Health Impact
Assessment. 
3.Please analyze the impacts to existing freight train and passenger train service, including impacts to
shared capacity by the addition of up to nine additional bulk‐commodity train trips per day on
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad infrastructure through the City of Monroe. 
The following comments relate to the City's potentially affected resources. The City expects these
resources to be adversely impacted by the increase of up to nine additional freight train trips traveling
through the City of Monroe every day at the time of full build out of the GPT. We request that the
"increase" in impacts resulting from this action be analyzed through the EIS process for each element
list below.
1.Please analyze the increase in impacts within an EIS to the following economic elements:
•Existing and planned land use and economic development potential within the City's Central Business
District, Fryelands Area, and North Kelsey Area; all of which have development potential that will be
impacted as a result of additional, longer, and more frequent freight train trips; 
•Property values and assessments and the impacts to services resulting from a potential decrease in
property tax revenue; 
•Job retention and creation within the City of Monroe;



•Associated costs of transportation improvements necessary to mitigate safety congestion and access
issues resulting from an increase in freight train trips as part of the GPT proposal.
2.Please analyze the increase in impacts within an EIS on to the following public safety elements:
•Response times and services of Monroe Fire District #3 and the City of Monroe Police Department;
•Safety of the general public resulting from idling locomotives and train derailments or collisions;
•Impacts resulting from accelerated wear and tear on the rails themselves, ties, supporting ballast,
bridges, and crossings.
•Public access issues, including delays in emergency response time and operational access, caused by
increased rail traffic;
•Impacts of trains idling to adjacent park land, including public access, emergencies and operational
access, noise, and dust;
3.Please analyze the increase in impacts within an EIS on the following mobility elements:
•Crossing safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit buses, automobiles, and freight delivery vehicles; 
•Traffic congestion backing up into other intersections, blocking access to side streets, alleys, and
driveways;
•The following at‐grade street crossings all within the City limits:
�Fryelands Boulevard
�179th Avenue SE
�North Kelsey Street 
�Lewis Street/SR 203
�East Main Street
As Mayor of the City of Monroe, I look forward to the inclusion of the study of these potential impacts
as part of the GPT project EIS.

Looking forward,

Robert G. Zimmerman
Mayor
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  1   dug up holds the water that our cattle and horses, the

  2   wildlife, and myself drink.

  3             I wonder why the Corps of Engineers would

  4   want to ignore the additional impacts this port will

  5   cause to my industry and the land we sustainably exist

  6   on, particularly when the food I raise could possibly

  7   wind up on the plates of the officials of the Corps

  8   who made the decision not to hold hearings in Montana

  9   and Wyoming where the coal comes from.

 10             By conducting scoping meetings in Spokane,

 11   the Corps has essentially admitted that this purpose

 12   proposed action on a larger area than -- it affects a

 13   larger area than Cherry Point itself.

 14             I cannot understand why I should need to

 15   travel over a thousand miles to comment an a project

 16   which will directly cause serious impacts to my

 17   livelihood, my community, my culture, and my state.  I

 18   cannot understand why the Corps will not consider the

 19   full meaning of the words cumulative impacts.

 20             Thank you for the chance to comment.

 21                          oo-OO-oo

 22             ADRIENNE FRALEY-MONILLAS:  Good afternoon.

 23   My name is Adrienne Fraley-Monillas and I serve on the

 24   Edmonds City Council.

 25             Edmonds was the first city in the Puget



12/13/2012

Seattle Deposition Reporters, LLC www.seadep.com * (206) 622-6661 * (800) 657-1110 Page: 22

  1   Sound to write a resolution in opposition to the coal

  2   trains in its current proposal.  We have great

  3   concerns as citizens of Edmonds who live on Puget

  4   Sound.

  5             Our concerns are around public safety.

  6   Across the train tracks from where the coal trains

  7   will be going up and down, we have a senior center

  8   that is very vital to our city.  We have people living

  9   on the other side.  We have our boats.  We have people

 10   on the other side of the railroad tracks that need to

 11   get from one side to the other.

 12             We also have access to our ferry.  You will

 13   be stopping ferry traffic up to 18 times a day in a

 14   very vital port for the Puget Sound.

 15             We also have issues with our health in the

 16   coal dust in the Puget Sound.  Not enough has been

 17   done to find out what the coal dust will do to the

 18   citizens of Edmonds.

 19             Our wildlife in Puget Sound and Edmonds, one

 20   of our basis is tourism and we will lose a lot of our

 21   tourism.  They won't be able to get to the beaches.

 22   And our fear is that it will affect the wildlife in

 23   the area.

 24             I also serve in a strange position, because

 25   I am a labor leader.  I have spent 34 years in the
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  1   labor movement fighting for the rights of workers.  I

  2   feel that labor needs to get together with commerce,

  3   environmentalists, and we need to come to some sort of

  4   realization that we need to work together to make a

  5   better future for Washington State.

  6             Thank you very much.

  7                          oo-OO-oo

  8             ETHAN MANTHEY:  My name is Ethan Manthey.  I

  9   am a college student actually at Pacific Lutheran

 10   University and I'm here representing hundreds of them

 11   who signed petitions against the coal exports.

 12             I would just like to point out that I am not

 13   from Washington or Oregon; I'm from Minnesota.  But I

 14   moved here -- yeah, there we go.  I moved here because

 15   this place has got it going on.

 16             I work at Bonneville Power Administration;

 17   I'm an economics environmental studies major, and I'm

 18   going to do well with my life.  I am ambitious, I'm

 19   going to come here and I am going to do great things.

 20   But the thing is is I came here because you guys had a

 21   vision for your region.

 22             I came here all the way across the country.

 23   I have to fly home twice a year only to see my

 24   parents.  And I came here because of all the

 25   incredible innovative creative solution-minded people



  City of 
Bellevue 

City of Bellevue offices are located at 450 - 110th Avenue N.E. 

Office of the City Manager  Phone (425) 452-7228  Fax (425) 452-5247 
 

Post Office Box 90012  Bellevue, Washington  98009-9012 

 
 
SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
January 18, 2013 
   
Colonel Anthony C. Funkhouser   Ms. Polly Zehm, Deputy Director 
Commander, NW Division Washington State Department of Ecology 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers PO Box 47600  
PO Box 2870 Olympia, WA 98504  
Portland, OR 97208 
 
Dear Colonel Funkhouser and Deputy Director Zhem:  
 
The City of Bellevue staff has been following the proposal by Pacific International Terminals, Inc., a 
subsidiary of SSA Marine, to develop a marine terminal at Cherry Point in Whatcom County.  As 
proposed, this “Gateway Pacific Terminal” would provide storage and handling for the export and import 
of as much as 50 million metric tons of commodities per year, primarily coal from the Powder River Basin 
of Wyoming and Montana.  This represents approximately 4.6% of all the coal burned in the U.S. annually 
and perhaps more than 1% of the coal burned globally, so it will have very large impacts. 
 
While the construction and long-term operation of the proposed Gateway Pacific Terminal is not 
expected to directly affect the City of Bellevue—the proposal is expected to utilize the BNSF rail facilities 
running along the Columbia River and up the I-5 corridor—there is nonetheless a possibility that BNSF 
might choose to utilize the existing rail corridor running through Bellevue should the initial route 
encounter permitting or other obstacles in the NEPA/SEPA analysis. As you conduct the alternatives 
analysis, we presume that the Woodinville Subdivision route that passes through Bellevue might be an 
alternative that would be considered. However, it should be noted that the rail line is incomplete given 
the adjudication by the Surface Transportation Board and subsequent removal of the Wilburton 
overpass, which presents substantial obstacles to getting coal further north from south Bellevue. 
 
Further, alternative routes exist through less populated areas of the state that might prove to have fewer 
negative environmental, economic and transportation impacts and should be included in the NEPA/SEPA 
analysis. 
 
Given the significant negative impacts of this proposal, I am requesting that your NEPA/SEPA review 
include an analysis of the impacts in the following areas:  
 
Environmental Impacts 

We concur with other local commenters that the NEPA/SEPA review process should account for the 
direct and indirect impacts resulting from construction and operation of the coal terminal and rail yard on 
sensitive aquatic and wetland habitats in the project vicinity.  In addition, it must consider the direct, 
indirect and cumulative environmental and human impacts, including coal dust emissions and associated 
mercury and heavy metal pollutants on water quality, habitat and listed species throughout the route 
and the impacts to transportation, public safety, quality of life, human health and property values 
associated with the transport of coal through heavily populated urban corridors.  
 



Quality of Life and Economic Impacts 

Adding up to 18 trains per day, each one-and-a-half miles long, could result in significant current and 
future negative impacts to the economic health and quality of life in our region and our City.  Impacts to 
public health and safety from coal dust and the associated mercury, heavy metals cannot help but greatly 
diminish the quality of life in our city and other communities impacted by their proximity to the terminal 
and rail line.  
 
Many of our rail crossings are already chronically congested and this additional traffic would negatively 
impact existing capacity and mobility for the key industries that rely on these corridors to move their 
products. I encourage you to work with transportation, planning and economic development agencies in 
our area, as well as cities and counties along the rail corridor to thoroughly document baseline conditions 
and future plans for freight and passenger rail capacity along these rail corridors.   A clear assessment of 
the impacts of the proposal on property values along the route, as well as the impacts on residential and 
commercial development, will be essential to accurately measure the impacts from the proposed coal 
terminal.   
 
Traffic and Transportation Impacts 

The addition of 18 mile-and-a-half long coal trains on the BNSF corridor has the very real potential to 
create significant delays at at-grade crossings in Bellevue, most notably the heavily travelled NE 8th Street 
corridor.  NE 8th Street is the main connection into and out of downtown Bellevue and our Hospital 
District, which includes three major hospital facilities—Group Health, Overlake Hospital and Medical 
Center and Children’s Eastside.  Any delay on this corridor will have a direct economic impact on 
downtown Bellevue as well as inhibiting emergency vehicle access to these healthcare facilities which will 
create an additional negative impact on public safety.  The addition of miles-long coal trains would 
exacerbate the congestion at our rail crossings, and would create additional negative traffic impacts on 
adjacent streets and regional highway corridors as drivers seek alternate routes to avoid the congested 
rail crossings. 
 
In addition, the new East Link Light Rail station serving the Hospital District will be located immediately 
north of NE 8th Street on the BNSF corridor.  Coal trains in this area will put at risk the significant 
pedestrian population accessing and departing the light rail station.  The EIS should analyze the economic 
and safety impacts of this new train traffic on other vehicular traffic (cars, trucks, emergency vehicles, 
transit and non-motorized uses) and estimate the cost of mitigating these impacts. 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to convey our initial concerns to you on behalf of the City of Bellevue.  Our 
City will continue to follow this issue closely and staff is available to share information on traffic, transit, 
economic development, health and environmental impacts that would accrue to the City of Bellevue as 
the NEPA/SEPA process for this project moves forward.  If you have any questions or need additional 
information, please contact Joyce Nichols, Interim Intergovernmental Relations Director at 425-452-4225, 
or jnichols@bellevuewa.gov   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Steven R. Sarkozy, City Manager 
 
cc:   Bellevue City Council 
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  1      SEATTLE, WASHINGTON; THURSDAY, DECEMBER 13, 2012

  2                       -- oo O oo --

  3             MAYOR MIKE McGINN:  Mike McGinn.

  4             First of all, I just want to thank the

  5   agencies for giving this opportunity for the public to

  6   be heard.

  7             And I'm standing here joined by four city

  8   council members, and in fact all nine city council

  9   members and I have signed a letter which contains the

 10   written testimony regarding the scoping we'd like you

 11   to take a look at.

 12             The fact is that these trains, 18 potential

 13   trains, a mile long each, will go from one end of our

 14   community to the other, through our industrial areas,

 15   next to our waterfront, and past residences as well.

 16             We have very serious questions regarding the

 17   effect on commuters, effect on freight traffic, effect

 18   on public safety; our emergency responders who must go

 19   from one side of the tracks to the others.  How will

 20   it affect our transit system.  The very significant

 21   health questions raised around coal dust in the

 22   communities that are next to it.  The effects on water

 23   quality and habitat.  And of course the challenges

 24   that are faced by increasing global warming pollution,

 25   which has affects here locally in the state of
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  1   Washington.

  2             In order to get a better understanding of

  3   this issue, we commissioned a study, SDOT, our local

  4   Department of Transportation, commissioned a study

  5   from Parametrix to look at the traffic impacts

  6   locally.  The findings indicated that it would

  7   significantly increase delays near Belltown and in

  8   Sodo at our at-grade crossings.  That railroad

  9   crossing gates will be down an additional one to three

 10   hours each day.

 11             That level of traffic impact now raises

 12   questions about economic impacts locally caused by

 13   this, so we have commissioned an economic impact study

 14   as well.

 15             Our study of our local impacts, and we have

 16   the resources locally to commission these studies, are

 17   a window into the types of impacts locally that will

 18   occur in communities the length of the state of

 19   Washington from east to west, from north to south.  We

 20   believe you need to take a close look at all of these.

 21             It is our urging that you take a look at all

 22   of the areas near the proposed train route and be as

 23   comprehensive as possible in understanding those

 24   impacts.

 25             Thank you.









































Name: Sumner, City of

Date: Jan. 18, 2013

City: Sumner

Part: Multiple/not listed

Human environment: Noise, Air quality, Human health, Traffic or safety, Other human environment topic

Comment:

City of Sumner
1104 Maple Street 
Sumner, WA 98390

January 18, 2013

GPT/Custer Spur EIS
c/o CH2M Hill
1100 112th Avenue NE, Suite 400
Bellevue, Washington 98004

RE: Scoping for the Gateway Pacific Terminal Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for considering the following scoping comments from the City of Sumner. The impacts discussed are likely to occur in the majority of
jurisdictions along the likely rail corridor that would be used to transport coal and other goods to the Gateway Pacific Terminal (GPT) and are discussed
employing general language indicative of that fact. However, these comments are intended to address off-site impacts of the GPT project that are also
specific to the City of Sumner and its Urban Growth Area.

The City of Sumner’s EIS Scoping comments are as follows;

1.The EIS should include analysis of the cumulative impact of all proposed coal export facilities and/or dry bulk commodity terminals within Washington
and Oregon in a Cumulative Impact Analysis (CIA) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Specifically the cumulative impact to
existing freight and passenger rail traffic capacity in Washington State should be analyzed. The CIA should address associated impacts to natural resources,
cultural resources, and economic conditions in rail corridors impacted by the GPT project.

2.The EIS should include analysis of health impacts of additional train traffic in the City of Sumner as well as elsewhere along likely rail corridors associated
with the project. Such analysis should include examination and quantification of the impacts of coal dust, increased emissions from train locomotives,
increased emissions from cars and trucks idling at rail crossings as trains pass, the health effects of chronic noise from trains, and the increased likely hood
of pedestrian and automobile versus train collisions. Health impacts should also be considered to include the potential delay in emergency response
attributable to added delay at road/rail crossings. All health related impacts should be addressed through a Health Impact Assessment completed by an
independent third party.

3.The EIS should analyze the social impacts of the GPT project. This analysis should include detailed and realistic assessment of the impact to quality of
life, developability, and economic attractiveness in areas along the likely rail corridor due to increased rail activity associated with the project. Necessary
analysis includes study of the impact of increased rail activity on the potential for new business to locate near the corridor and impact on the future
development of areas with existing industrial and commercial infrastructure due to increased rail activity.

4.The EIS should analyze the economic impacts of the GPT. This analysis should consider and quantify the likely trade-off associated with jobs generated
at the GPT versus jobs that may be lost along the corridor due to the various impacts of increased rail traffic. This analysis should consider the potential
loss of both existing jobs and the loss of competitiveness for future jobs suffered in areas subjected to delay, noise, and other impacts associated with
increased rail activity. This analysis may be in the form of a cost-benefit analysis as discussed in WAC 197-11-450.

5.The EIS should analyze the cost of each specific necessary impact mitigation measure associated with the GPT. The estimated costs and sources of
funding for impact mitigation measures set forth by the EIS should be identified and the likely financial impact on the taxpayers of each community and unit
of local government along the likely rail corridor associated with these measures should be estimated. The City of Sumner asks that the cost of mitigation
measures such as grade-separated rail crossings and/or other street crossing improvements, wayside-horns, noise attenuation walls, business or residential
displacement, and other similar potential measures be specifically provided for all areas within the City of Sumner and its Urban Growth Area.

6.The EIS should analyze the impacts of the GPT on the City of Sumner’s comprehensive plan goals and standards and related zoning provisions. This
analysis should include at a minimum impacts on the potential to successfully attract and develop mixed-use/transit oriented development near the BNSF
rail line and Sounder commuter rail station, the impact to adopted traffic Levels of Service (LOS) at nearby intersections and street segments. This analysis



should include the impacts on Sounder ridership and associated investments in commuter infrastructure.

The City of Sumner looks forward to the inclusion of the preceding issues in the scope of the upcoming project EIS. Please include the City on the
notification list employed for soliciting comments on the Draft EIS when it is published.

Sincerely,
Dave Enslow, Mayor

cc: City Council members
Paul Rogerson, AICP, SEPA Responsible Official, City of Sumner
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  1   warming, and this is not fair.  My generation will pay

  2   a high price for the global warming that you do.  This

  3   is the future that you're creating for us, and this

  4   isn't the future that we want.

  5             If you let these coal export terminals be

  6   built, then global warming is only going to get worse

  7   and worse and worse.  It's pretty simple, and even I

  8   can understand it.  If you make coal more available,

  9   more people will burn it, and that will cause more

 10   global warming.  Please don't build these coal export

 11   terminals, it's just not fair to my generation.

 12             Thank you.

 13                          oo-OO-oo

 14             RYAN MELLO:  For the record, my name is Ryan

 15   Mello and I serve on the Tacoma City Council.  I serve

 16   city wide.  And what a great citizen to follow.

 17             I'm here this evening concerned about the

 18   coal train traffic impacts on my city and many cities

 19   like mine.  Tacoma is the second largest city in Puget

 20   Sound to be negatively impacted by this project.

 21             I'm specifically concerned in five major

 22   areas in Tacoma.

 23             One, port container traffic.

 24             Two, the at-grade crossings.

 25             Three, the inconsistency with our climate
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  1   action plan.

  2             Four, property values impact.

  3             Five, future passenger rail impacts.

  4             I'm asking you to study the comprehensive

  5   and cumulative impacts caused by this project.

  6             So first on container traffic.  Port of

  7   Tacoma is a highly container traffic dependent port in

  8   the west coast and speed is our competitive advantage.

  9   When our ILWU workers lose that competitive advantage,

 10   we lose jobs in the Port of Tacoma.

 11             We're concerned about the additional train

 12   traffic that's holding up container traffic coming

 13   from Asia and going to Asia, and that will put us at a

 14   competitive disadvantage.

 15             Concern about the several at-grade crossings

 16   in our city and the impacts of more, possibly 18 more

 17   trains impacting pedestrian traffic and vehicle

 18   traffic in the city.

 19             Third, we're concerned about how this

 20   negates our activity with our climate action plan and

 21   how it sets us back.

 22             And finally, the property values impact by

 23   having up to 18 more train traffic in single family

 24   neighborhoods throughout the City of Tacoma.

 25             Thank you for your consideration.

































Public Meeting, 12/12/2012 Public Meeting

(360) 695-5554 -- (503) 245-4552 -- (855) 695-5554
Schmitt Reporting & Video, Inc.

9

1 with the Washington Department of Ecology.

2           MS. HULL:  Perfect.

3           All right.  So take it away.

4           MR. STUART:  Good evening.  My name is

5 Steve Stuart.  I'm the vice chair of the Clark

6 County Board of Commissioners.  For the record,

7 Clark County requested to be made a party of record

8 for this project proposal.

9           The board of County Commissioners is

10 specifically requesting study of

11 potentially-significant adverse impacts on our

12 citizens.  We have concerns with how added rail

13 track can harm the quality of life in Clark County,

14 especially for those living and owning businesses

15 near the rail lines.  Impacts could include

16 emergency response delays, increased traffic

17 congestion, air and noise pollution due to idling

18 trains, air pollution created by coal dust, blocked

19 pedestrian and bicycle access to the waterfront,

20 destabilizing steep slopes adjacent to the tracks,

21 and changes to established quiet zones.

22           Considering potential impacts in Clark

23 County is crucial because of the costs associated

24 with improving rail crossings, which could be very

25 high in areas beyond the immediate project impact
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1 area.

2           Also, Clark County cannot help but be

3 concerned about potential downstream costs

4 associated with all the impacts that have been

5 identified above and the improving of the rail

6 crossings with a significant increase in rail

7 traffic.

8           The County specifically requests that an

9 environmental review review carefully the regional

10 impacts of this proposal, including direct, indirect

11 and cumulative effects in Clark County.  As part of

12 the analysis, the County thinks full consideration

13 of alternatives and mitigation measures are in

14 order.

15           Thank you very much for this opportunity

16 to speak, and thanks for hearing everybody that's

17 here.

18           Welcome.  Thank you.

19           MS. HULL:  Thank you.

20           I'm now going to do the random drawing.

21           Raza, if you'd like to come and report the

22 number for me.

23           Final numbers -- everybody who wants to be

24 considered in the drawing for the first round get

25 your numbers in here.



ID: 11459
Date: 01/22/2013 ‐ 14:46
Name: Kneipp (for Sean Guard, Mayor), Mitchell
Email: mkneipp@ci.washougal.wa.us
Address:
1701 C Street
Washougal, WA 98671
Phone: 360‐835‐8501 x604
Commenter Type:
Jurisdiction – Other WA State
Part: Rail
Human environment: Air quality, Traffic or safety
EIS process: EIS/regulatory process
Comment:
Greetings.

On March 19, 2012, the Washougal City Council unanimously approved a Resolution calling on the
Washington State Department of Ecology, the US Army Corp of Engineers and local county
jurisdictions to make the City of Washougal a “party of record” and commenter on the proposed coal
export facilities in Bellingham and Longview.

This Resolution, which is attached, is specific to the impact the additional trainloads of coal,
estimated to be 20‐40 additional trains per day, each train up to 1.5 miles long each. These impacts
include the delays that vehicle traffic will have at our five at‐grade crossings (concerns of significant
vehicle emissions from idling vehicles) as trains move through Washougal and especially delays to our
emergency response vehicles should the at‐grade crossings be blocked. In addition, the potential
impact that loose coal dust will have on our community and environment, whether it blows out of the
top of the uncovered rail cars or it seeps out the bottoms of the rail cars.

Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad has noted themselves that each railcar can lose between 500 –
2,000 pounds of coal product while in transit from the Powder River Basin to Bellingham, over a 1,000
mile trip. My office in city hall is literally 300 feet away from the rail lines and I watch these trains go by
on a daily basis.

The City requests that the scoping of the EIS address the significant unavoidable adverse impacts to
the City of Washougal, and other communities that these trains will travel through, including but not
limited to impacts from; 1) vehicle emissions from idling vehicles at blocked at‐grade crossings; 2)
emergency response delays at blocked at‐grade crossings; and 3) the impact of coal dust on the
community and environment. The EIS should address ways to avoid, minimize and mitigate the effects
of these impacts on our community.

The City of Washougal does not want to stand in the way of commerce or exports; in fact we applaud
companies who are employing people. We just want to make sure that our community and residents
will not have any adverse impacts from the transportation of these materials and that any impacts will
be reasonably mitigated.

As the Mayor of a community that is literally split geographically by the BNSF rail lines, I will be



reaching out to the Mayors of other communities along the BNSF line to be sure we are kept informed
of the progress and mitigations of these projects.

I appreciate any space that you can give to this important issue and I welcome any questions that you
may have.

Respectfully,

Sean Guard
Mayor
City of Washougal
PDF Attachment:
http://www.eisgatewaypacificwa.gov/sites/default/files/comment‐attachments/pdf/City of Washougal
Resolution #1048.pdf







Paul Greenlee
City Hall
1701 C Street
Washougal, WA 98671

GPT/Custer Spur EIS 
c/o CH2M HILL, 
1100 112th Avenue NE Suite 400
Bellevue, WA 98004
comments@eisgatewaypacificwa.gov

RE:  Scoping Comments on the Gateway Pacific Coal Export Terminal at Cherry Point

To whom it may concern:
 

Please consider this letter as part of the public record for the Gateway Pacific Terminal 
coal export project proposed at Cherry Point, Whatcom County, Washington, facility site ID 
#22237.  The impacts of coal export at Cherry Point extend far beyond the terminal, reaching 
into every community located along the rail line between the coal mines and the export terminal.  
As a elected official for the City of Washougal, Washington, located along the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) rail line, I respectfully request that the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Washington Department of Ecology, and Whatcom County (collectively “the lead 
agencies”) fully disclose and carefully assess the impacts of the Gateway Pacific Terminal on our 
community.  

Pacific International Terminals, a subsidiary of SSA Marine, proposes to export 54 
million metric tons of coal annually.  This coal will travel in uncovered rail cars through dozens 
of communities, including Washougal, en route to the proposed Whatcom County terminal.  
Aside from the impacts of coal export at and near the terminal, the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) must examine the impacts of coal trains and the coal export industry on our 
citizens, local environment, and quality of life.  This includes the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts of coal export on public health, traffic, existing businesses, public infrastructure, water 
quality, air quality, agriculture, climate change and quality of life.  These impacts are described 
in greater detail below.

Washougal has five (5) at-grade crossings and only one grade-separated crossing.  BNSF is 
single-track through Washougal, with a double siding (total three tracks) less than 100 yards east 
of the grade crossing at our 32nd St. Our primary arterial, Evergreen Way (the old Evergreen 
Highway) parallels the tracks just 50 yards to the north. That intersection, 32nd at Evergreen, is 
the busiest intersection in our city. Facts on the ground severely limit the storage space for 
stopped, crossing and turning, traffic at 32nd/Evergreen. So it seems likely that a heavily laden 

mailto:comments@eisgatewaypacificwa.gov
mailto:comments@eisgatewaypacificwa.gov


train, west-bound from a dead stop in that siding would likely close that grade crossing for long 
time.  Effectively closing not only the North/South grade crossing on 32nd, but also our primary 
East/West arterial with stopped cars.  In our city, housing is predominately north of the tracks 
and the jobs are south of the tracks as is the Police Station and the Fire Station.

The economic, and public safety impacts, of cutting our city in half, at those crossings, are 
beyond our ability to evaluate and to mitigate.  Nor should it be our responsibility.

Similarly the impacts on public health and welfare, are beyond our ability to evaluate or mitigate.  
We have concerns about noise, particulates and sulfur from the trains themselves, as well as the 
stalled automobile and truck traffic stalled at crossings.  We can only imagine the potential 
impacts of coal and coal dust dropped or blown from the trains into our community, or into the 
Columbia River (Threatened and Endangered Species!) and the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area.  

While we certainly support economic development by and for all of our communities in 
Washington, we certainly would require a broad analysis of net gains. For example, if a rail 
terminal would create 150 jobs at the terminal, but would effectively cost 300 jobs at a mill, 
because the rail traffic at-grade crossings effectively cuts truck traffic access to the mill, on 
balance, the rail terminal is a net loss. To put a fine point on it, neither Washougal, nor any other 
community should have to give up its larger economic future for small gains elsewhere. Any 
economic analysis of the Gateway Pacific Terminal, which fails to consider the economic 
impacts to the broader community fails in total.

Conclusion
The Gateway Pacific Terminal will have major impacts throughout the rail corridor.  Washougal 
is hopeful (I, personally, would say, insistent.) that examination of impacts, and the mitigation 
required for those impacts will extend across the entire transportation route. Washougal City 
Council enacted a resolution this past spring enumerating many of our concerns, and asking that 
the City of Washougal be a party of interest, and that testimony be taken, locally, here in Clark 
County.

Thank you for your consideration,
Paul Greenlee
Council Member
City of Washougal, Washington



From: John Spencer
To: comments@eisgatewaypacificwa.gov
Subject: EIS Comments
Date: Wednesday, January 16, 2013 9:54:08 AM
Attachments: City_North_Bonneville_Resolution_RE_Coal.pdf

Please find attached a resolution passed by our city council last week regarding the gateway project.
 
John Spencer
Administrator / Clerk / Treasurer
City of North Bonneville
(509) 427-8182
 

















 

 

 

For our children, our community, our world, our future 

CHENEY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
520 FOURTH STREET, CHENEY, WA   99004 

 
 (509) 559-4599 * FAX 559-4508 

www.cheneysd.org 

 
 

January 18, 2013 
 
 
GPT/Custer Spur EIS 
c/o CH2M HILL 
1100 112th Ave. NE, Suite 400 
Bellevue, WA  98004 
 
Re:  Scoping Comments 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
As superintendent of Cheney Public Schools, I am writing to express the district’s request that our 
school district, as well as the City of Cheney and the West Plains area, be included in the scoping 
process to determine any potential negative impacts of increased coal train traffic that would result 
from the “Gateway Pacific Terminal-Coal-Exports.”  
 
It would be important to us that an Environmental Impact Statement be granted to look at the 
environmental impacts to the whole coal-exports area, and not just the Bellingham area.  Several 
of our public schools are located in the City of Cheney, in the immediate vicinity of the railway 
which would be utilized to transport the coal.   
 
Our buses transport students throughout the school district, consisting of approximately 360 square 
miles, on a daily basis and cross the railway tracks often as they transverse the area.  A large 
number of our students have severe allergies/asthma issues which could be significantly increased 
by exposure to coal dust.  
 
I would like to encourage you to examine the impact on children’s health that could be caused by 
air pollution, as well as the possible negative economic impacts.  For example, we know that 
increased rail traffic will result in traffic delays, and potentially the need to make changes to roads 
to ease congestion.  We could also see delays that result in additional cost to the school district if 
a large number of trains result in regular delays for busses traveling to pick up students on rural 
routes in our district. 
 
I sincerely hope that you will give careful consideration to our request.   
 
Respectfully, 

 
Debra J. Clemens, Ph.D. 
Superintendent 
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1 a spiritual challenge, an ethical mandate, a charge to

2 do what we can to address climate change and our

3 future.  We all have this moral charge.  We are never

4 allowed to suspend it from our scoping.  Not at any

5 time, not at any place, and not for any reason.

6          I urge the Department of Ecology to form its

7 EIS remembering that our future is now.  I urge you to

8 think about our moral charge and broaden your scope at

9 least that far.

10          THE MODERATOR:  Up at the microphone 023.  At

11 the table 050 and 334.  Please state your name for the

12 record.

13          MS. KATE MCBRIDE:  My name is Kate McBride,

14 and I'm a fourth generation Gorge resident, and I

15 represent the Hood River City Council.  On April 23rd

16 of this year, Hood River City Council passed a strong

17 resolution opposing coal transportation through the

18 Columbia River Gorge three pages long.  I'll submit

19 it.

20          Our community is opposed to both train and

21 barge transport methods.  We have and are continuing

22 to urge the governors and other decision makers to

23 work on a comprehensive policy to prevent the Gorge

24 from becoming the coal chute of the nation.

25          Over 30 trains travel through Hood River



, 12/12/2012 NEPA and  SEPA Scoping Meeting

(360) 695-5554 -- (503) 245-4552 -- (855) 695-5554
Schmitt Reporting & Video, Inc.

21

1 daily.  With as many as 50 additional coal trains in

2 the Gorge, twenty from this project alone both on the

3 Oregon and Washington sides, our quality of life will

4 suffer and will stifle tourism in our community as a

5 result of spewing coal dust, adding noise pollution,

6 and potential safety and fire hazards.

7          Hood River is known for its water and wind

8 sports of windsurfing and kite boarding.  Any

9 additional barge or train traffic will make these

10 sports more dangerous, less accessible, and ultimately

11 less attractive.

12          Coal dust entering the water from trains or

13 barges is a health a hazard and we ask the Army Corps

14 and Department of Ecology to perform an area-wide EIS

15 study for this project and all other forms of coal

16 transportation in the Gorge.

17          I've witnessed personally four destructive

18 fires within the Gorge during the tinder dry summer

19 days with our famous winds blowing ten to 30 miles an

20 hour or more.  Two of these fires started at the rail

21 lines.  Who is going to be responsible if a coal barge

22 or train catches on fire or derails?

23          With our city budgets stretched to the

24 limits, how will we be able to afford more fire and

25 emergency personnel if additional fires start as a
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1 result of more rail traffic?  I have personally

2 witnessed lots of coal next to the tracks in

3 Washington.  With additional coal dust on the tracks,

4 the chances of those fires increasing will rise

5 significantly.  The safety of our citizens with the

6 potential for fires is just too much.  Thank you.

7          THE MODERATOR:  At the podium 050.  At the

8 table 334 and 340.  Please state your name for the

9 record.

10          MR. KEITH BROWN:  Keith Brown.  My wife and I

11 live in Skamania County in the heart of the incredible

12 Columbia River Gorge and its National Scenic Area.

13 The scoping process must take into account the impact

14 of the coal trains during transport through this area.

15 This needs to include the likelihood of increased

16 fires as a result of coal deposits and additional

17 train traffic along the tracks.

18          As a former volunteer firefighter and a fire

19 commissioner during the past ten years, we have

20 fought, firsthand, fires ignited by rail traffic in

21 the Cape Horn region of the National Scenic Area.

22 Coal is highly combustible and there are documented

23 cases of coal train cars that have spontaneously

24 ignited.  On a dry day with high east and west winds

25 that frequent this area, a fire could easily sweep out
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