
- ....... · ~·~A~~~o·;;~: z,"~~~~:9~~!·;,,,• ..iK'!!!!WEXPRESS· Flat Rate
1!!Si11 MIJIL Mailing Envelope 

.•.,. UNn-EDsmn:sI'OSTJJLSERVICE 
For Domestic andlntemational Use 

When used international
Y/Sit us at usps.com 

affix customs deciaratio 
(PS Form 2976. or2976 

'- Addressee Copy1r Label t1-B, March 2004jjfEXPRESS
MIJIL 

\_ UNITEDST.ATES POST.ALSERVICE ,_ PostOffiCeTo Addressee 
l 

r EH349327721US 

•l:rrmu•:r•~"''•' a.=ta:wtilif.il•'l:a:a· 


PO ZIP~. a . . ·- · Dayo!D<>I!very Postagr .• •·1 '
, .....

.,
' (' ....1 ' •
l'fl !it~ .~. i · i
·1 ·f. ) , c~ /1 ..:,.,'· o Next. ~2nd o 2nd Dol.ll!IY $ ~. 


Schedu~ Date of Deliyery Return Rec&ipt Fee
(',_ 
fa
8a: ·•· 

, ) :
Date Accepted.

• \ !il. ' ~~· Month I f Day· ..! I $ 
t") COD Fee IInsurance Fee

Mj, I ~ I vef.r :) Scheduled Time of Delivery 

. ~. 
Time Accepted 0 AM 0 Nacn . .. 0 a PM

t._ SI ..... $ $ 
Total Postage & Fees\ l ? 'HPM Military


:.I D 2nd Day D 3nl Day $
IFlat Rate l;F:or W~lght 
lnt'l Alpha Country Code Acc~J't,t~.~~ji:£nip. Initials 1•••"'11!!1~~~~~~···


J / 0 HO g,Q.lVEilV 0 --,---------------- ­
lbs. ~. OZS, 

..... • - W!!!l!!!!!d I;!,QM!Y- . Ma!l!r§!A•IIIII,w 

··· ·: I
\ TO: (PLEASE PRINT) P-E ( 

FROM: !PLEASE PRUfl) PHONE I - USFIS. pac/lag/ngptoductat,
I .\, awarrJsd Qadi& ID Qlldle C 

1). '• 'i\ ~ J. ·i • fbtrllelr~ 
~... ·~ - . ~ FOrltiOIIIInfi:ltmaJJon go to 

. nrbtli:.otJmlullpsI . ·~, . 

.......... 
'; 

\ -·-CIIfll!od"'ll•­I 
·t-·~ "­

-..... Please I8C)'da.
'

CJl~~II:Jl]lii:N[:rEJ [J0
FOR PICKUP OR TRACKING 

FOR INTEIUIA110NAL 0-~WRITE COUIIrRY NAME Blii.OW. 

visit www.usps.com _·:;a==:====== . 1, ~' 

\_ 

Call 1-800-222-1811 --::S~1~ii:1 I __ ~1111111
EP13FI·- ·-·I 



~- ~ 

Janet Alderton 
PO Box 352 

Deer Harbor, \VA 98243 


·dj-..s 

Millennium Bulk Terminals-Longview EIS 

c/o ICF International 

710 Second Avenue, Suite 550 

Seattle, WA 98104 


··----- -- ="~~ -~- ----~~ '":.. ·=-~- -----·~ I 



November 14, 2013 

Proposed Millennium Bulk Terminals-Longview EIS 
c/o ICF International 
710 Second Avenue, Suite 550 
Seattle, WA 98104 

Danette L. Guy 
Biologist/Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District 
Regulatory Branch 
Southwest Field Office 
2108 Grand Boulevard 
Vancouver, WA 98661 

Dr. Elaine Placido 
Director 
Cowlitz County Department of Building and Planning 
207 4th Avenue North 
Kelso, WA 98626 

Diane Butorac 
Regional Planner 
Department of Ecology, Southwest Regional Office 
P.O. Box 47775 
Olympia, WA 98504-7775 

Dear Danette Guy, Dr. Elaine Placido, and Diane Butorac, 

Please include my comment letter below in the comments on the 

scope of the EIS for the proposed Millennium Bulk Terminals 

longview LLC Coal Export Terminal: Docket number 2013-19738. 


The one fiber optic cable to the San Juan Islands has been severed 

for some time and communication by telephone and internet are 

unreliable. 


Thank-you, 

Janet Alderton 

491 Harborview Lane 

PO Box 352 




Deer Harbor, WA 98243 
360-376-3905 
jmalderton@yahoo.com 

Increased Shipping Traffic From The Proposed Millennium Bulk 
Terminal at Longview and Other Proposed Fossil Fuel Export 
Facilities on the Columbia River Requires Analysis of Cumulative 
Impacts 

As the domestic use of coal continues to fall, the pressure to export tax­
payer-subsidized coal to Asia from Pacific Northwest ports increases. 
Uncompetitive and sub-market rate leases for the mineral rights on BLM lands in 
the Powder River Basin were originally designed to promote domestic "energy 
security" for electricity generation in the United States. Times have changed. The 
negative aspects of burning coai begin with the destruction of land and water 
resources at the mine sites to the release of mercury and other toxic metals into 
the global atmosphere during the combustion of coal. Rising above these 
impacts in magnitude and extent are the effects of Climate Change that include 
sea level rise, ocean acidification, and storms of increased intensity such as the 
record-breaking and tragic Typhoon that swept across the Philippines on 
November 8, 2013. The pressure to export coal from the Pacific Northwest is 
driven by the desire for corporate profits in the mining, rail, port, and shipping 
industries. A limited number of jobs would be provided by the expansion of these 
highly mechanized industries. Additional jobs would be better supplied by 
growing our "green" economy. This includes jobs that increase the energy 
efficiency of homes, businesses, and transportation, and jobs that expand solar 
and wind powered electricity generation. The comments below describe the risks 
associated with the increased shipping traffic that would result from expansion of 
the export of coal and other fossil fuels from Columbia River ports. 

The increased shipping traffic from the proposed Millennium Bulk Terminal 
and other proposed projects will increase the risk of shipping accidents and fuel 
spills along the Columbia River and during transits of the Columbia bar. Although 
the annua! number of oil tanker spills fell about three-fold world-wide between 
1992 and 2011, the number of fuel spills for ailisions, coHisions, and groundings 
of tankers and bulk cargo carriers in restricted and inland waters did not 
decrease during this period. These data indicate that improvements in the 
shipping industry and the efforts of the international Maritime Organization and 
national governments have not decreased the number of accidents in inland and 
restricted waters. Since the Columbia River is an inland waterway, the risk of a 
significant fuel spill here is at least three fold higher than the world-wide average. 
In contrast to the fall in tanker oii spills (likely due to requirements for doubie­
hulls and other structural improvements ln tanker design), world-wide bunker fuel 
spills did not decrease between 1992 and 2011. (See Figures 9 & 13 in: Trends 



in Oil Spills from Tankers and ITOPF Non-tanker Attended Incidents Susannah 
Musk -Technical Support Coordinator -International Tanker Owner Pollution 
Federation Ltd, ITOPF London, UK). Bunker fuel is the fuel used by ship engines. 
It is heavier and more polluting than other fuels. Tankers and bulk carrier ships 
routinely use bunker fuel oil because it is cheaper. A spill in San Francisco Bay of 
only around 53,000 gallons of bunker fuel oiled about 200 miles of coastline, shut 
down fisheries and closed beaches to recreation. 

The bulk carrier vessels that would ship coal from the proposed 
Millennium Bulk Terminal will carry hundreds of thousands of gallons of onboard 
fuel to power their engines. The increased bunker fuel demand would be met by 
refineries near Anacortes and north of Bellingham Bay. This would increase the 
tanker shipping transiting the restricted and hazardous waters of the San Juan 
Archipelago and the Salish Sea. Increased shipping traffic increases the risk of 
collision, ailision, or grounding and increases the risk of environmentally 
destructive fuel spills in these ecologically rich marine waters. 

Evaluation of the risks of increased shipping traffic through the Columbia 
River bar, along the Columbia River, and through the Salish Sea associated with 
the development of all of the proposed port facilities should be part of the draft 
EIS for the proposed Millennium Bulk Terminal. The bunker fuel capacity of Very 
Large Bulk Carriers is 500,000 gallons or more (1). Most bulk carrier vessels are 
single hulled. Historically, their mechanical failure and accident rates are higher 
than other vessels. (2), (3). Because their vertical surfaces act like a sail these 
ships are subject to both wind and currents, making them difficult to maneuver at 
low speeds and out-of-control without power or tug assistance. 

(1) Encyclopedia of Environmental Science and Engineering, Fifth Volume, 
Marine 

Spillage - Sources and Hazards. 
(2) Wikipedia, Bulk Carriers. 
(3) Assessment of Oil Spill Risk to Potential Increased Vessel Traffic at Cherry 
Point, Technical Appendix, Washington University VTRA Study 

The proposed facilities that would greatly increase fossil fuel shipping traffic 

transiting the Columbia River bar and along the Columbia River include: 


Coal Export Facilities: 

Millennium Bulk Terminal -850 Panamax-class bulkers. 

Port VVestward Coyote !s!and Terminal -156 Panamax-class bulkers. 

Ambre's Pacific Transloading Barge Dock, Port Westward -624 coal barge tows 

(each with one tug and four lashed barges). 


Crude Oil Export Facilities: 

Vancouver Energy Distribution Terminal, Tesoro-Savage -386 tankers/1546 

barges 




Global Partners (old Columbia Pacific bio-refinery), Clatskanie -31 tankers/123 
barges 
Paramount Terminal, Portland -details unknown 

The estimates total 1423 additional bulkers and tankers, 624 coal barge 
tows (a tug with four lashed barges), and 1669 crude oi! barge tows. These 
assumptions are based on using the largest bulker and tanker classes possible 
at maximum cargo efficiency. If smaller vessels are used, the number of vessels 
increases. Since the total commercial vessel calls at Columbia River Terminals in 
2012 was 1340, the proposed cumulative increase in vessel traffic would almost 
quadruple the 2012 traffic. This does not include the proposed Paramount 
Terminal at Portland. 

The scope of the EIS for the proposed Millennium Bulk Terminal should 
include vessel traffic and risk analysis studies for the increased vessel traffic from 
all the proposed facilities. A vessel traffic risk assessment should consider not 
only the increased vessel numbers, but also that the additional vessels would 
require newly hired and newly trained pilots for navigation. The additional vessels 
would have largely foreign crews. As the world bulker fleet ages, mechanical and 
structural failures will result in an increased rate of collisions, allisions and 
groundings. See: http://www.shipwrecklog.com/log/ for up-to-date shipping 
accident reports. 

The additional bulkers and tankers would necessarily transit the Columbia 
River bar at the mouth of the Columbia River when arriving and when leaving the 
river. This treacherous passage is called "the Graveyard of the Pacific" because 
so many ships have foundered there. What is the risk of a significant fossil fuel 
spill if the number of ship transits across the treacherous Columbia River bar 
more than doubles? Bu lk cargo vessels carry hundreds of thousands of gallons 
of fuel just to power their engines. Oil tankers carry much, much more fossil fuel. 

The following is from "Running the Bar" in the February, 2009 Smithsonian 
Magazine: 

'Each of the 16 bar pilots has the authority to close the bar when 
conditions are too dangerous. Still, Jordan says, "When we shut down the 
bar for two days, trains are backed up ali the way into the Midwest. And 
just like a traffic jam on the freeway, once you clear the wreck, it takes a 
long time for it to smooth out again." 

"There's a lot of pressure on us to keep working all the time," says Gary 
Lewin, a bar pilot for 26 years.' 

http://www.smithsonianmag.com/science-nature/Running-the-Bar.html 

The development of the proposed Millennium Bulk Terminal, Port Westward 

http://www.smithsonianmag.com/science-nature/Running-the-Bar.html
http://www.shipwrecklog.com/log


Coyote Island Terminal, and Ambre's Pacific Transloading Barge Dock, Port 
Westward would add significantly more ship traffic crossing the Columbia River 
bar. The proposed Millennium Bulk Terminal project would add around 1700 
Panamax size ships transits across the Columbia River bar. The proposed Port 
Westward Coyote Island Terminal would add around 312 Panamax size ships 
transits across the Columbia River bar. Will this intensity of shipping traffic be 
possible considering that just shutting down "the bar" for two days of bad weather 
in 2009 resulted in trains backed ail the way into the Midwest? The pressure to 
transit the bar in bad weather wHI increase and the risk of accidents will increase 
if the MiHermium Bulk Terminal project is permitted. During severe storms, bulk 
cargo sh!ps and tankers will stack up in the dangerous waters off the Oregon 
Coast waiting for a weather window to open so that they can transit the Columbia 
River bar. 

What would be the consequences to the environment in the event of a major fuel 
or oil spill? What would be the consequences to Chinook salmon, especially if the 
migrating salmon smolts were caught in a fuel or oil spill? What would be the 
cumulative impacts to Chinook salmon from more frequent releases of smaller 
amounts of fuel from the increased shipping traffic? VVhat would be the 
consequences to the federally listed Endangered Southern Resident Killer 
Whales if their winter food supply of Upper Columbia River and Snake River 
Chinook salmon significantly declines? 

Because the impacts described above cannot be fully mitigated, please consider 
the "no build option" for the proposed Millennium Bulk Terminal. 


