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COMMITTEE ACTION

On December 3, 2013, the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee approved Proposed Substitute Motion 2013-0386, as amended, with no recommendation. The Committee adopted an amendment to insert a policy statement recognizing the importance of the region’s railway network and affirming the Council’s support for stronger federal standards limiting the amount of greenhouse gas pollution. The Committee also adopted an amendment clarifying the type of potential analysis to be completed by The Army Corps of Engineers at the Morrow Pacific Terminal in Boardman, Oregon and correcting two typographical errors in the motion.

SUBJECT

A motion opposing the establishment of new coal terminals in Oregon and Washington and urging a comprehensive environmental review of the impacts of proposals for new terminals, including the associated transport and burning of coal.
SUMMARY
Proposed Motion 2013-0386 expresses the Council’s opposition to the establishment of new coal export terminals in Washington and Oregon. The proposed motion supports a broad approach to the environmental review of proposed coal terminals, including an analysis of the impacts to local air, water, public health, transportation, and economy from the coal trains used to transport the coal.  It also calls for a look at the global environmental impacts resulting from the greenhouse gas emissions emitted by burning the coal, its ultimate end use.
The motion also expresses the Council’s intent to include in its federal legislative agenda a request to the United States Department of the Interior for a moratorium on new and expanded coal leases in the Powder River basin pending a review of federal coal leasing practices. 
PREVIOUS COUNCIL HEARINGS ON PROPOSED MOTION 2013-0386
On September 3, 2013 opponents of the coal export terminals made a presentation to the TrEE committee. The presenters were:

1) Ross Macfarlane, Senior Advisor at Climate Solutions and 
2) Becky Kelly, Deputy Director of the Washington Environmental Council.
On September 17, 2013 proponents of the coal export terminals made a presentation to the TrEE committee. The presenters were:
1) Craig Cole, former Whatcom County Council Chair and Consultant to SAA Marine;

2) Herb Krohn, Washington State Legislative Director for the United Transportation Union;

3) Jordan Royner, Vice President External Affairs, Public Merchant Shipping Association.

Terry Finn, Executive Director, BNSF, spoke in support of coal export terminals and answered questions from the Committee. Additionally, Robin Everett, Representative of the Sierra Club and Eric De Place, Policy Director, of Sightline, spoke in opposition of coal export terminals and answered questions from the Committee. Materials from the opponents and proponents of the proposed legislation are included in the meeting material packets for today.

Council staff provided an overview of the legislation on September 17, 2013.
BACKGROUND
Proposed Coal Export Terminals in Pacific Northwest

There are currently three proposed coal export terminals in the Pacific Northwest:

1) Gateway Pacific terminal north of Bellingham, Washington
Pacific International Terminals has proposed building a deep-water marine terminal at Cherry Point in Whatcom County. The proposed Gateway Pacific Terminal would handle import and export of up to 54 million dry metric tons per year of bulk commodities, mostly exporting coal. In a related project, BNSF Railway Inc. has proposed adding rail facilities adjacent to the terminal site and installing a second track along the six-mile Custer Spur.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the State Department of Ecology and Whatcom County will conduct a coordinated environmental review under the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") and the State Environmental Policy Act ("SEPA").  On July 31, 2013 the Washington State Department of Ecology announced that the scope of environmental review ("EIS") of the Gateway Pacific terminal north of Bellingham will be broad and include an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions of the end use transported coal, a statewide assessment of the impact of added train traffic to serve the Gateway Pacific coal terminal, an assessment of cargo ship operations beyond Washington waters, an assessment of how the project would affect human health, and an examination of the impact of additional shipping on whales and other marine animals in the Salish Sea and its islands.
According to the State Department of Ecology, the draft EIS will be completed in 2014 or later and there will be an open public comment period and public hearings. 
2) Millennium Bulk Terminals in Longview, Washington

Millennium Bulk Terminals – Longview, LLC ("MBTL"), has submitted an application for a proposed coal export terminal in Cowlitz County. According to the Department of Ecology website, the terminal would ultimately export up to 44 million metric tons of coal annually. The complete proposed facility would require construction of eight rail lines, two new docks, two shiploaders, four coal stockpile pads, and associated facilities, conveyors, and equipment.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the State Department of Ecology and Whatcom County will conduct a coordinated environmental review under NEPA and SEPA. The scoping period for the environmental review for the Longview facility is from August 16th to November 18th, 2013. During this period, comments will be gathered to assist in a decision of what impacts to analyze in an environmental impact statement. 
3) Morrow Pacific Terminal in Boardman, Oregon

According to the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality ("DEQ") website, Ambre Energy has proposed a coal export facility at the Port of Morrow in Boardman which would bring up to 8.8 million tons of coal a year by train from Montana and/or Wyoming to Boardman. The coal would be transferred to barges that would then take the coal down the Columbia River to Port Westward in Clatskanie, where crews would transfer it onto ocean-going ships bound for Asia. 
Oregon does not have the equivalent of Washington State's SEPA.  However, Ambre Energy has requested three draft permits from DEQ. These are permits for air quality, storm water and water quality. 
The United States Army Corps of Engineers has said it will only conduct an environmental assessment of the proposed Morrow Pacific coal terminal and has not yet committed to conducting a more comprehensive environmental impact statement or addressing the cumulative impacts related to these proposals. 

Coal Leases on Federal Lands in the Powder River Basin

The coal shipped to the proposed Northwest export terminals would largely come from federal lands in the Powder River Basin straddling Wyoming and Montana. A recent study by the United States Inspector General found that the federal government fails to collect the fair market value of the coal extracted on federal lands. Additionally, there has not been a comprehensive review of the cumulative environmental impacts of coal extraction in the Powder River Basin, nor its impacts on climate change.
Arguments in Opposition to Coal Export Terminals
Environmental and Health Impacts of Coal Export and Burning 

As shown in the table below, according to the United States Energy Information Administration, burning coal produces the highest greenhouse gas ("GHG") content of any fuel. 
Pounds of Carbon Dioxide emitted per million Btu of energy for various fuels

	Fuel type 
	Pounds of CO2 emitted

	Coal (anthracite)
	228.6

	Coal (bituminous)
	205.7

	Coal (lignite)
	215.4

	Coal (subbituminous) 
(Type of Coal in Powder River Basin)
	214.3

	Diesel fuel and heating oil
	161.3

	Gasoline
	157.2

	Propane
	139.0

	Natural Gas
	117.0


Analysis by Climate Solutions of EIA coal export data and Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") GHG data show that the operation of the three proposed coal terminals would nearly double the amount of coal exported by the United States. Once combusted this coal would result in roughly 200 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent GHG annually, roughly twice of all the emissions produced in Washington State.  The warming effect of GHG emissions on the earth’s temperature is well documented and background information can be found at www.epa.gov/climatechange/science/causes. Previous TrEE briefings have highlighted the impacts of climate change locally and globally.
According to the EPA, burning coal also releases mercury into the environment which then enters the food chain. Dan Jaffe, professor of environmental and atmospheric science at the University of Washington reports that Asian coal burning currently contributes to about ten percent of the mercury deposited in the United States. The EPA reports mercury exposure, primarily through fish consumption, is associated with impaired development in fetuses, infants, and children. Council staff were not able to find specific information on how much mercury would be released into the environment from the burning of coal exported from these proposed facilities.  
Opponents of coal export terminals cite the public health effects of an increase in air pollution from coal burning. The negative public health effects of air pollution generally are well established
 and have led to an increase in the air quality standards in the United States. A recent study by researchers at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology provides data on the effects of coal burning on air pollution and public health. It established that people in northern China, who rely on coal for heating, have a greater exposure to air pollution and life expectancy three years less than those in southern China, who do not use coal as their heating source. Additionally, research by Professor Jaffe shows that air pollution from Asia can travel across the Pacific Ocean to Washington. 

Opponents of the proposed export terminals also cite concerns about coal dust coming from coal trains. Unfortunately, there is very little research on the effect on air quality from coal trains. However, the well documented negative health effects of air pollution generally, particularly on children, suggest the potential of air pollution from coal trains is an issue that should be closely examined. Professor Jaffe has initiated a study of the impact coal trains currently have on air pollution in order to accurately forecast the impact from the proposed increase in coal trains. 
There are also concerns expressed by opponents of the terminals that the building of new terminals in Washington and Oregon could degrade the aquatic environment adjacent to the terminals and threaten the recovery of listed species. 
Concerns from Increased Coal Train Traffic 

An analysis by Parametrix, a West Coast environmental consulting firm with offices in Seattle, estimated that that up to 18 additional trains per day would travel through King County, including the cities of Seattle, Auburn, Kent, Renton, and Skykomish if a terminal were constructed at Cherry Point. The study shows that increased coal train traffic would result in rail traffic delays at rail crossings.  In King County, key industries like aerospace, container shippers, agriculture and shippers rely on rail corridor. Any delays could impact this commerce and our local economy. Additionally, Sightline Institute estimates that the additional coal trains could close streets for an additional approximately two hours of every day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year. 
Equity and Social Justice Concerns
Many of the areas closest to the rail lines in King County, where coal train traffic to the proposed coal export terminals would travel, include high percentage of minority and low-income populations.  An analysis by the Eastman Company, an appraisal consulting firm, shows that property values along the proposed train routes would also be significantly reduced. 

Arguments in Support of Coal Export Terminals

The primary argument in support of the coal export terminals is the potential for job creation from the building of the export terminals. According to information from the Alliance for Northwest Jobs and Exports, the three proposed terminals would generate almost 12,000 direct and indirect jobs. Proponents also argue that the coal from Powder River Basin is cleaner burning than the domestic coal burned in China. Additionally, proponents argue that if the coal is not shipped through the Pacific Northwest it will be shipped from Canada, and thus the Canadian economy would benefit from the jobs while the same amount of GHG emissions would occur from the burning of the exported coals.
ANALYSIS
Consistency with King County Policies 

Proposed Substitute Motion 2013-0386 is consistent with King County’s goals as stated in King County’s Strategic Plan which establishes the County’s core goals of protecting public health, safeguarding water and air quality, reducing climate pollution, and meeting the growing need for transportation services and facilities. 
Proposed Substitute Motion 2013-0386 is also consistent with the King County Strategic Climate Change Plan which directs the County to reduce GHG emissions both in government operations and through its actions in the community.

Proposed Substitute Motion 2013-0386 includes the following policy statements: 
Statement A (Lines 119-120) expresses opposition to the establishment of new coal terminals in Washington and Oregon. 
Statement B (Lines 121-123) recognize the importance of the region’s railway network as a foundational element of King County’s manufacturing and shipping economy, as well as an environmentally responsible means of moving passengers and high-value freight.

Statement C (Lines 124 to 131) expresses support for the broad approach the Washington State Department of Ecology will use in their review of the proposed Gateway Pacific coal terminal.

Statement D (Lines 132-138) urges state and federal agencies to conduct a full environmental review of the Millennium Bulk coal terminal in Longview, Washington using the same broad approach has been proposed by the Department of Ecology for the Gateway Pacific coal terminal north of Bellingham. The environmental review should include an analysis of all impacts, mitigation options and costs, including all those impacts directly or indirectly affecting King County and local jurisdictions within King County.
Statement E (Lines 139-140) affirms the Council’s support for stronger federal standards to protect public health and the environment by limiting the amount of greenhouse gas pollution.

Statement F (Lines 141-147) urges state and local agencies to conduct a full environmental review of all proposed coal terminals in Washington and Oregon.

Statement G (Lines 148-153) expresses the Council’s intent to include in its federal legislative agenda a request to the United States Department of Interior for a moratorium on new and expanded coal leases in the Powder River basin pending a review of federal coal leasing practices including an analysis of appropriate pricing for coal leasing and the GHG emissions and other air quality effects of continued and expanded coal leasing.
�  See EPA’s website at � HYPERLINK "http://www.epa.gov/international/air/pollution.htm" �http://www.epa.gov/international/air/pollution.htm�.
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