
!!!!!!!!!
December 16 2015!!!
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project!
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency!!
sent via email!!!
Dear Sirs/Mesdames,!!
RE: Marine Shipping Addendum to the Environmental Impact Statement for the Roberts 
Bank Terminal 2 Project.!!
We write today to provide comment on the Marine Shipping Addendum (the “Addendum”) to the 
Environmental Impact Statement (the “EIS”) for the Roberts Bank Terminal 2 Project (the 
“Project”).!!
Shortcomings in the updated EIS guidelines for the Project.!!
We were pleased to learn that CEAA had issued Updated Guidelines for the Preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement  for the Project, and that these updated guidelines call on the 1

Vancouver Fraser Port Authority (VFPA) to consider the cumulative effects of marine shipping 
from the Project on Canada’s marine environment in areas outside of VFPA’s jurisdiction.!!
However, we were disappointed to learn that CEAA has decided that any cumulative effects on 
the marine environment identified through this supplemental assessment will not be considered 
environmental effects by the Minister when deciding to impose conditions on the Project, and 
will instead only be used to inform the federal government in its broader role as regulator of 
marine shipping.!!
In our opinion, any environmental effects generated by the Project should be considered by the 
Minister in her decision on the Project, whether or not those effects occur in areas under the 
jurisdiction of VFPA.  Our opinion on this matter is reinforced by the fact that a large proportion 
of the increase in marine shipping that VFPA considers in the Addendum will be generated by 
projects that fall under VFPA jurisdiction and that VFPA itself has approved.!!

�1

 http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/050/documents/p80054/101303E.pdf1

http://www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/050/documents/p80054/101303E.pdf


VFPA could reasonably foresee that there would be cumulative effects arising from its permitting 
of the multiple marine shipping proposals that have been brought forward within its jurisdiction 
during the past several years. !!
Problems with the baseline information provided in the Addendum.!!
In Appendix 6-A. the Addendum provides a projection of increases in marine vessel traffic in the 
region from a number of proposed and approved projects.  This projection provides the basis for 
evaluating cumulative effects of marine traffic on the environment from the Project.  There are 
numerous problems with the projection, described below, which collectively call into question the 
reliability of the cumulative effects assessment of the Addendum.!!
Inadequate justification provided for projections!!
Appendix 6-A directs the reader to Appendix 30-A of the main body of the Project EIS for 
additional information related to vessel projections.  However, Appendix 30-A does not provide 
any information on several of the projects listed in Appendix 6-A of the Addendum.  As a result, 
several of the projections included in Appendix 6-A are not supported by background 
information, making it impossible to verify the projection.  !!
Outdated criteria for including or excluding projects from the Addendum !!
The criteria used in Appendix 30-A for including, or not including, projections of increased vessel 
traffic from particular projects in the Project EIS are described as follows:!!
! The screening criteria for including the effects of other marine facilities were!!

• Documented additional cargo amounts or ship calls available - included;!
• Documented information indicating that additional ship traffic is not anticipated - not 

included; and!
• Information on cargo amounts or ship calls or project feasibility incomplete or not 

available - not included.!!
Appendix 30-A of the Project EIS is dated September 2014.  CEAA’s Operational Policy 
Statement on Assessing Cumulative Environmental Effects under CEAA 2012 (OPS), issued in 
April 2015, clearly states that a project which is reasonably foreseeable should be taken into 
account in a cumulative effects assessment.  The CEAA OPS says that a project is reasonably 
foreseeable if “the proponent has publicly disclosed its intention to seek the necessary EA or 
other authorizations to proceed.” !2!
VFPA’s use of outdated criteria means that numerous projects that should have been included in 
the Addendum may have been missed.  Specific examples of projects that should have been 
included under the CEAA OPS are provided further below.!!!!!
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Errors in projections!!
Some of the projections in Appendix 6-A of the Addendum appear to be incorrect.  For example, 
Appendix 6-A indicates that 80 Panamax Bulkers and 500 cargo barges will call each year at the 
coal port planned at Fraser Surrey Docks.   Assuming Panamax Bulkers average 65,000 DWT 
(and are filled to 85% capacity because of Fraser River draft restrictions) and barges average 
8000 DWT (as indicated by Fraser Surrey Docks), the projection indicates that Fraser Surrey 
Docks will export 8 MMT coal/year.  Different assumptions about the volume of Panamax 
Bulkers or removal of draft restrictions in the Fraser River would increase the amount of coal 
expected to be exported from Fraser Surrey Docks beyond  8 MMT coal/year.!!
However, in August 2014 VFPA issued a project permit to Fraser Surrey Docks allowing it to 
export just 4 MMT coal/year.  According to VFPA, any further increase in the amount of coal 
exported from Fraser Surrey Docks would require a new proposal and permit review process.  
To our knowledge, no such proposal has been submitted and no process initiated.!!
If the projection of increased vessel traffic from Fraser Surrey Docks has been doubled in error, 
this will result in a corresponding under estimation of the proportional contribution of vessel 
traffic from the Project to the cumulative effects assessment.!!
Vague vessel traffic projections prevent verification!!
Some of the shipping projections included in Appendix 6-A are quite vague.  For example, in 
several cases vessels are only described as “bulkers,” “container ships” or “LNG tankers.”  The 
lack of information on specific vessel sizes makes it difficult to cross check the vessel traffic 
projections against export volume projections for accuracy.!!
Certain or reasonably foreseeable projects are not included in the projections!!
! A: Projects mentioned in Appendix 6-A for which no projections are provided.!!
1. Wespac Tilbury Marine Jetty Project!
We note that the proposed Wespac Tilbury Marine Jetty Project on the Fraser River is not 
included in Appendix 6-A, despite the fact that this project is now undergoing a substituted 
review process led by the BC Environmental Assessment Office.!!
The Wespac Tilbury project meets the definition of a “reasonably foreseeable” project under 
CEAA’s OPS and should be included in the Addendum.  The revised project description  3

available on the BC EAO website clearly indicates that the proponent expects the project to 
generate the following annual vessel calls: 48 LNG carriers up to 90,000 cubic metre capacity; 
42 LNG carriers up to 65,000 cubic metre capacity, and 34 barges of up to 7500 cubic metre 
capacity.!!
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Further, in a letter regarding the Wespac Tilbury Marine Jetty Project dated August 26 2015 , 4

written by Ron Hallman, President, CEAA, on behalf of then Minister of Environment, Leona 
Aglukkaq, Mr Hallman states!!

Cumulative effects from marine shipping activities beyond the pilot station at Sand 
Heads to the 12 nautical mile limit of Canada’s territorial sea will be examined by the 
review panel which will be established to assess the environmental effects of the 
Roberts Bank Terminal 2 project.!!

2. Woodfibre LNG!
Appendix 6-A to the Addendum takes note of the Woodfibre LNG Project but indicates that it is 
not included in the assessment of cumulative effects from marine shipping.  The Woodfibre LNG 
Project was issued an Environmental  Assessment Certificate by the British Columbia 
government on October 26th 2015.  The project is clearly “reasonably foreseeable” and should 
be included in the cumulative effects assessment in the Addendum.  Woodfibre LNG itself 
projects 40 vessel calls per year one way. !5!
3. BURNCO Aggregate Project!
Appendix 6-A takes note of this project but suggests that the number of tugs and barges 
involved are unknown because the project is early in the environmental assessment review 
process.  However, a brief check of the BC Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) web page 
for this project shows that the assessment has been underway since 2010 and that the 
proponent continues to move through the EA process and seek other necessary approvals. 
Further documents provided by the proponent and available on the BC EAO web site clearly 
indicates an intention to deliver one empty barge to the project and remove one loaded barge 
from the project to the south arm of the Fraser River every other day. !6!
The project is reasonably foreseeable and its effects on marine traffic can be quantified and so it 
should be included in the projections used to assess cumulative effects in the Addendum.!!
4. Centerm Terminal Expansion!
With regard to this project, Appendix 6-A  states “Project at preliminary design stage so 
container vessel increases unknown.”  The VFPA website page for this project states that 
“Centerm could be expanded from its current 900,000 TEU capacity to 1.5 million TEUs.”  The 
VFPA project web page also states that “The preliminary design phase will likely continue until 
late 2015.  At that point, moving the project into the permitting phase will be considered and if 
approved, construction could commence in late 2016.” !7!
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The effects of this project on marine traffic can be quantified.  While the project has not yet 
formally entered into the permitting process, VFPA indicates that a decision on this is imminent. 
It is quite possible that a decision on moving ahead with this project will be made even before 
CEAA has fully responded to comments received on the Addendum.!!
Given that VFPA is the permitting agency with regard to the Centerm expansion, we think it has 
an obligation to evaluate now if this project is reasonably foreseeable, and, if so, to include 
relevant marine traffic projections n the cumulative effects assessment in the Addendum.!!
! B: Projects missing from Appendix 6-A entirely.!!
VFPA indicates that 2012 has been selected as the base year for development of vessel traffic 
projections.  This means that all projects approved since 2012 and all projects which have 
entered review processes since 2012 which will result in an increase in vessel traffic in the 
Marine Shipping Area (MSA)  should be incorporated into the projections in Appendix 6-A.  We 8

have reason to believe that numerous projects have been overlooked by VFPA in their 
projections, including additional projects planned in the state of Washington that will generate 
traffic in Segments G, C and D of the MSA.!!
Appendix 1 lists a number of projects, and their corresponding vessel traffic projections, that are 
missing from and should be considered for inclusion in the Addendum.  The sources for these 
additional projections are provided in the table.  We call on VFPA to closely consider these 
additional vessel traffic projections, and to either include them in the Addendum or provide 
explicit justification for their exclusion.!!!
Conclusion!!
The Updated Guidelines for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Project are an important step forward that will provide useful information to assess cumulative 
impacts of marine traffic on the regional environment, on human health and on public safety.  
We respectfully urge CEAA and the Minister to go one step further by mandating that cumulative 
effects identified through the Addendum be formally considered environmental effects by the 
Minister when deciding to impose conditions on the Project. !!
The baseline projections of vessel traffic increases provided in the Addendum are inadequate in 
many respects.  Since these projections are the basis upon which the cumulative effects of 
marine traffic from the Project are estimated, it is crucially important that they are as accurate as 
possible.  We respectfully request that CEAA ask for revisions to the Addendum in the following 
areas:!!
• VFPA should explicitly adopt the CEAA OPS criteria for including vessel traffic projections for 

projects in the region into the Marine Shipping Addendum, instead of using the now outdated 
criteria referenced in Appendix 30-A of the Project EIS, and VFPA should clearly identify those 
projects which it has excluded from the Addendum, along with a clear rationale for that 
exclusion;!
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• VFPA should provide,directly within the Addendum, a full, clear and detailed justification for 
the project-related vessel traffic increases it incorporates into the Addendum, including 
detailed information on the vessel sizes and types and cargo volumes used to make the 
projections;!

• VFPA should include consideration of the cumulative effects of marine shipping generated by 
the Wespac Tilbury Marine Jetty Project;!

• VFPA should include consideration of the cumulative effects of marine shipping generated by 
the Woodfibre LNG Project;!

• VFPA should include consideration of the cumulative effects of marine shipping generated by 
the BURNCO Aggregates Project;!

• VFPA should include consideration of the cumulative effects of marine shipping generated by 
any other certain or reasonably foreseeable projects in the region, including projects in 
Washington State, that are not already identified in this submission;!

• VFPA should evaluate if the Centerm project is reasonably foreseeable now, and if yes include 
the cumulative effects of marine shipping generated by the project in the cumulative effects 
assessment of the Addendum;!

• VFPA should take into consideration all the additional project projections included in Appendix 
1 and either 1) incorporate them into the Addendum or 2) provide explicit justification for their 
exclusion.!!

Sincerely,!
! !!!!!!!
Kevin Washbrook, Director, Voters Taking Action on Climate Change, !!
and on behalf of!!
Eliza Olson, President, Burns Bog Conservation Society.!!!
Cc: !
Hon. Catherine McKenna, Environment Minister!
Hon. Marc Garneau, Transport Minister!
Hon Carla Qualtrough, MP for Delta!
Joe Peschisolido, MP for Steveston Richmond East!
Vancouver Fraser Port Authority!
BC Environmental Assessment Office!
Hon. Mary Polak, Minister of Environment!
Vicki Huntington, MLA for Delta!
John Yap, MLA for Richmond-Steveston!
Mayor and Council, City of Richmond!
Mayor and Council, Corporation of Delta!
Mayor and Council, City of Victoria 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Appendix 1: COMPARISON OF VESSEL TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS — !
VFPA ADDENDUM AND OTHER SOURCES (referenced at bottom)

BRITISH COLUMBIA PROJECTS

Project Description Location In VFPA 
Addendum?

In Friends of 
San Juans
Projection?

In Protect 
Whatcom
Projection?

Neptune 
Terminals 

Coal Handling 
Expansion

North 
Vancouver

60 Panamax 
Bulkers

Yes — see below 176 
vessels

Neptune 
Terminals 

Phosphate 
Handling 
Expansion

North 
Vancouver

No 176 total both 
Neptune 
Projects

No

Richardson 
International

Grain Handling 
Expansion

North 
Vancouver

12 Panamax 
Bulkers

No No

Deltaport Container  
Handling 
Expansion

Delta 43 container 
ships

43 vessels No

Pacific Coast 
Terminals

Chemical Handling 
Expansion

Port Moody 104 Chemical 
Carriers

23 vessels - 
canola 44 
vessels - potash 

No

Fraser Surrey 
Docks

Coal Handling - 
New

Surrey 500 cargo 
barges 80 
Panamax 
Bulkers

80 vessels 40

Woodfibre 
LNG

LNG Terminal - 
New

Squamish No 80 vessels No

Westshore 
Terminals

Coal Handling 
Expansion

Delta 43 Bulkers 43 vessels 104 
vessels

Westridge 
Terminal

Crude Oil 
Expansion (Trans 
Mountain Pipeline)

Burnaby 360 Tankers, 
360 Tugs

348 tankers 348 tankers

Vancouver 
Jet Fuel 
Project 

Jet Fuel Handling - 
New

Richmond 12 Tankers, 48 
Barges

No No!

BURNCO 
Aggregate

Sand and Gravel 
Handling - New

Gibsons No No No!

Centerm 
Terminal

Container 
Handling 
Expansion

Vancouver No 130 vessels No



Comparison of Vessel Traffic Projections VFPA Addendum and Other Sources - continued

BRITISH COLUMBIA PROJECTS - continued

Project Description Location In VFPA 
Addendum?

In Friends of 
San Juans 
Projection?

In Protect 
Whatcom 
Projection?

West Coast 
Reduction

Vancouver No 11 vessels No!

Viterra Pacific 
Terminal

Grain Handling Vancouver No 72 vessels No!

Wespac 
Tilbury LNG

LNG Terminal - 
New

Delta No 122 vessels No!

Discovery LNG LNG Terminal - 
New

Campbell 
River

No 380 vessels No

Malahat/
Steelhead LNG

LNG Terminal - 
New

Bamberton No 114 vessels

WASHINGTON STATE PROJECTS - Puget Sound

Gateway 
Pacific 
Terminal

Coal Handling - 
New

Blaine 318 Panamax, !
169 Capesize 
Bulkers

487 vessels 487 vessels

Tesoro Chemical 
Handling!

Anacortes No 60 vessels 36 vessels

NW Seaport 
Alliance

Container 
Handling 
Expansion

Seattle-
Tacoma

No 282 vessels No!

BP Cherry 
Point

Refinery 
Expansion

Blaine No No 33 vessels

Phillips 66 Refinery 
Expansion

Ferndale No No 17 vessels

Shell Refinery 
Expansion

Anacortes No No 45 vessels

US Oil Refinery 
Expansion

Tacoma No No 29 vessels

Targa Sound Refinery 
Expansion

Tacoma No No 22 vessels
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WASHINGTON STATE PROJECTS - from Grays Harbour, into Puget Sound

Imperium 
Terminal

Grays 
Harbour

No No 200 vessels

Westway 
Terminal

Grays 
Harbour

No No 104 vessels

Comparison of Vessel Traffic Projections VFPA Addendum and Other Sources - continued
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1. Source data: http://www.sanjuans.org/safeshipping/documents/
Salish_Sea_Vessel_Traffic_Projections_Sept_2015_SOURCE_INFO_final.pdf !
Friends of San Juans vessel traffic projections are 2 way, here converted here to one way.  
Includes proposed, approved and recent increases in traffic.  Ocean going vessels only; does 
not include barging, bunkering or, presumably, tug traffic.!
2. Source data: https://protectwhatcom.files.wordpress.com/2013/09/website-infographic-
terminals-table-4-17-14.pdf !
Protect Whatcom projections only addresses fossil fuel export projects.




