
















































































































































































Amy Million - Crude By Rail 

From: "Adam, Robert" <Bob.Adam@}valero.com> 
To: "AMillion@ci. benicia. ca. us" <AMillion@ci.benicia.ca.us> 
Date: 9/15/20144:56 PM 
Subject: Crude By Rail 

Robert Adam 
3400 East Second St. 
Benicia, CA 94510 
9/15/14 

City of Benicia Planning Commission 
C/O Amy Million (amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us) 
250 East L Street 
Benicia, CA 94510 

Dear City of Benicia Planning Commission: 

Page 1 of 1 

I am the Mechanical Engineering Manager at the Valero Benicia Refinery and assuring the safe 
execution of projects is my top priority each and every day. In my 31 years of engineering and 
management, 22 years have been in oil refining, leading projects where the selection of the project 
team was the key to the safe installation and operation ofthe facility. 
The team selected to design, construct, and operate the new rail facilities for the Valero Crude By Rail 
Project are a collection of professionals, experts in their specific field, with track records of completing 
work safely. Valero's commitment to safety continues after the project is completed. Valero's recent 
re-certification by Cal-OSHA as a VPP Star Site demonstrates Valero's continuous commitment to safe 
operation. 

You should feel confident that the new facilities will be built and operated to the approved design 
specifications that meet all regulatory and environmental compliance requirements. I urge you to vote 
favorably to support the Crude By Rail Project. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Adam 

file:IIIC:/Users/millionlAppDataiLocal/TemplXPgrpwise/54171A26BENICIA-GWBENIC... 9/15/2014 



Date: September 15, 2014 

Community Development Department 
MEMORANDUM 

To: Valero Crude by Rail Project File 
From: Amy Million, Principal Planner 
Re: Sacramento Area Residents Comment on DEIR 

Template forms providing comments on the Valero Crude by Rail DEIR were submitted 
for the public record September 12 -15, 20 14. Attached are a copy of the names and a 
sample of the template forms. Eight of these forms were submitted separately with 
space to provide additional comments on line #6. All remaining forms with comments 
numbered 1-5 are identical. 

The individual completed forms are on file and available for review in the Community 
Development Department. 



Name City 33. Dorothy E. Orolin Sacramento 
l. Karen Newton Davis 34. Cheryl Lynn Kraus Sacramento 
2. Martha Pearson Dixon 35. David Fontaine Sacramento 
3. Terry Ermini Sacramento 36. Kathy Fontaine Sacramento 
4. Allegra Silverstem Yolo County 37. Joan Kelly Sacramento 
5. Joan Saltzen Davis 38. John Hanson Carmichael 
6. Lourdes T. Sadanaga Davis 39. Janet Del Carlo Carmichael 
7. Rhodes Davis 40. Paul Harrington Sacramento 
8. Cathy Cretser Vacaville 41 . Kayla Shadd Citrus Heights 
9. Rita and Scott Decker Elk Grove 42. Dustin Harrison Citrus Heights 
10. Michael Winslow Sacramento 43. Gary Hall Granite Bay 
11 . River Nobles Auburn 44. Terry Ermini Sacramento 
12. Nicole Martinez Sacramento 45. Michael Shimek Sacramento 
13. Kim Moore Sacramento 46. Earl Withycombe Sacramento 
14. Diana Wallace Sacramento 47. Ganeze Trujillo n/a 
15. Richard Harroun Sacramento 48. Dean Meadolera Sacramento 
16. Dale Schuck Sacramento 49. Grant Baker Orangevale 
1 7. Kiera Jordan Auburn 50. Angelica Barcena North Highlands 
18. David S. Baker Sacramento 51 . Rita Simmersbach Sacramento 
19. Roberta Jan-Johnson Sacramento 52. Joyce Rietz Sacramento 
20. Ngawang Gyayso EI Sobrante 53. Valerie J Martin Sacramento 
21 . David Tiopan EI Dorado 54. Mary Olswang Sacramento 
22. Paul Fong Sacramento 55. Valerie Lerman Sacramento 
23. Erijoli Johnson Sacramento 56. Ruth Lindahl Sacramento 
24. J. Haney West Sacramento57. James Lerner Sacramento 
25. Tara Sheen Rio Linda 58. Eric Poston Fair Oaks 
26. Barbara Steinberg Sacramento 59. Nicolas A Carpio Ramos Sacramento 
27. Bridgitte Rivers Sacramento 60. George Krigas Sacramento 
28. Lenore Harrington Orangevale 61 . Chris Brown Sacramento 
29. Paul Harrington Orangevale 62. Carol Bailey Pilot Hill 
30. Martha Turne Sacramento 63. Elizabeth O'Hara Roseville 
31. Cat Xia Sacramento 64. Linda Hunt Roseville 
32. Abraham Martin Sacramento 



Dear Ms. Million, 
Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude"By-RaiJ Project and incorpo, 
review of its DEIR. ' r---~'-----' 

/) 'I ","At I 
As a resident of _aA....I-10 , here are some of my main concerns. I dl I, I 

L-_-~ 
1. Will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately (;B9h~M~]li9¥~~MENT 
years" so uprail communities are protected, plus implement the already mandated Positive Train Cdn~O'mgy . 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude" 
through each of our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo Co., all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Include 
the increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, and traffic congestion, etc. 

4. Who carries the liability should there be a spill or accident of the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia? Shouldn't the impact and risk 
analysis be extended at least to the borders of CA if not all the way to the extraction sites? 

6. ,]'= kP·cr-=.!'LO'~ dJ-<>-«-f ~4U<7J ,Lt:.,..1J ~-

--- _._----------
Dear Ms. Million, 
Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude"By"Rail Project and incorporate them as part of the 
review of its DEIR. 

As a resident of 'TI ( XcYVJ I C'A , here are some of my main concerns. 

1. Will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately" not phased in over 
years" so uprail communities are protected, plus implement the already mandated Positive Train Control technology? 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude" 
through each of our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo Co., all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Include 
the increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, and traffic congestion, etc. 

4. Who carries the liability should there be a spill or accident of the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? . 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia? Shouldn't the impact and risk 
analysis be extended at least to the borders of California if not all the way to the extraction sites? 

6. \AI HE tJ ala yve ~y::t· 10 Q SJ2 \€ $£ 0 (( ;\'d·-k . .t!...d crt:. vYl ()re ? 

Than~ you, I.) 

Name. r'V1 Cl -rIlt-?l-.. \ -e.ct V~J 0)', 

Address: 2.. fa 0 0', (\'\.Cl'-(eS S --t .. 
<[) l )( OY'. l CA. q 5 c., 20 

Email: 



Dear Ms. Million, 
Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude-By-Rail Project and incorporate them as part of the 
review of its DEIR. 

As a resident of St.1C(Z'c,vwzA.-u , here are some of my main concerns. 

1. Will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately - not phased in over 
years - so upraiJ communities are protected, plus implement the already mandated Positive Train Control technology? 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude -
through each of our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo Co., all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Include 
the increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, and traffic congestion, etc. 

4. Who carries the liability should there be a spill or accident of the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia? Shouldn't the impact and risk 
analysis be extended at least to the borders of California if not all the way to the extraction sites? 

6 '& a ~'v:v--cf 1UJ~~. cyJ $hV1'l-cL, ~ 
~l~Gk::fu ~ChklaM) ~' 

Dear Ms. Million, 
Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude-By-Rail Project and incorporate them as part of the 
review of its DEIR. 

As a resident of ~ ~,.!., here are some of my main concerns. 

1. Will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately - not phased in over 
years - so upraH communities are protected, plus implement the already mandated Positive Train Control technology? 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude -
through each of our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo Co., all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Include 
the increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, and traffic congestion, etc. 

4. Who carries the liability should there be a spill or accident of the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia? Shouldn't the impact and risk 
analysis be e~tended at leas. t to the borders of CA if not.all the way to the extraction sites? . / .- _L / 
6.Je'Wf fk1:~ J.NA.L '--dkrik 5~ -~f 

Thank you, 
Name: 

Address: Email: 
,. 



Dear Ms. Million, 
Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude-By-Rail Project and incorporate them as part of the 
review of its DEIR. 

As a resident of ___ P""'Ilt,"t,...,Ir:....;/I"-S"""''--_____ , here are some of my main concerns. 

1. Will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately - not phased in over 
years - so uprail communities are protected, plus implement the already mandated Positive Train Control technology? 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude
through each of our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo Co., all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Include 
the increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, and traffic congestion, etc. 

4. Who carries the liability should there be a spill or accident of the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia? Shouldn't the impact and risk 
analysis be extended at least to the borders of California if not all the way to the extraction sites? 
6. ____________________________________________________________________ __ 

Thank you, 
Name: ,70.41\.1 .s4t-T~.d 
Address: _;:> '-;:> ...,.". ,4,/' r;/.7 """ /I 7:>. A.A/ 

1:..-) ~~ .. ::> / J/j v .... / -- v r.:J 'l / 

D4-J' /5 c:if 1Shlb 
( 

Dear Ms. Million, 
Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude-By-Rail Project and incorporate them as part of the 
review of its DEIR. ~ 

As a resident of 1) tz· VJ ~ I eA ' here are some of my main concerns. 
I 

1. Will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately - not phased in over 
years - so uprail communities are protected, plus implement the already mandated Positive Train Control technology? 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude -
through each of our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in.the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo Co., all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Include 
the increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, and traffic congestion, etc. 

4. Who carries the liability should there be a spill or accident of the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia? Shouldn't the impact and risk 
analysis be extended at least to the borders of California if not all the way to the extraction sites? 
6. __________________________________________________________________ __ 

Thank you, 

Name: L {) UiZ,P ~ h T: ~ltj) IT NJt6/1 
Address: ) 1> i?7 ./;? E R. j"l1J J It pL,. 

'J) ;4 V')) J e/l 0; r;;-~ / L 

Email: 



Dear Ms. Million, 
Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude-By-Rail Project and incorporate them as part of the 
review of its DEIR. 

As a resident Of~.s J cA . here are some of my main concerns. 

1. Will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately - not phased in over 
years - so uprail communities are protected, plus implement the already mandated Positive Train Control technology? 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude -
through each of our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo Co., all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Include 
the increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, and traffic congestion, etc. 

4. Who carries the liability should there be a spill or accident of the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia? Shouldn't the impact and risk 
:~alY~ extended at least to the borders O~CA if not all the way to he ex ction sites? -6 

Thank you, 
Name: 

Address: 

Dear Ms. Million, 

o ~l 

Email: 

Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude-By-Rail Project and incorporate them as part of tile 
review of its DEIR. 

As a 'esident of ~o. (Gl \J \ \\.e, C ~here a<e some of my main concerns. 

1. Will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately - not phased in over 
years - so uprail communities are protected, plus implement the already mandated Positive Train Control technology? 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude
through each of our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo Co., all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Inc1ude 
the increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, and traffic congestion, etc. 

4. Who carries the liability should there be a spill or accident of the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia? Shouldn't the impact and risk 
analysis be extended at least to the borders of California if not all the way to the extraction sites? . 
6. ____________________________________________________________________________ __ 

Email: L'l'etsef'C :;J 
\,\D\-ma~ \ t? CD W\ 



Dear Ms. Million, c:: 
'"Please add my comments to the pubJicJegal record on Valero's Crude-By-Rail Project nd i c~t:ratt alJJJfA 

review of its DEIR. 

As a resident of Sacramento, I live up-rail from the proposed Project. T 1 will 
come right through our downtown, passing close to schools, residences, and businesses. Here are my main concerns. 

1. How will Valero guarantee that tank cars meet the DOT standards currently under review immediately - not phased in 
over years- so uprail communities are protected, plus implement the previously mandated Positive Train Control technology? 

2. What are the daily and cumulative impacts and risks of transporting two extreme crude oils - tar sands and Bakken crude -
through our cities, through our sensitive habitats and over our water supplies? 

3. What are the cumulative impacts of the Valero daily train in the context of the additional 3 daily oil trains being approved 
currently in Bakersfield and the one daily train to San Luis Obispo, all possibly traveling through Sacramento? Include the 
increased potential for spills, accidents, ghg emissions, conflicts of interest on the rails, etc. 

4. What is Valero's liability should there be a spill or accident on the oil trains en route to Benicia? Who carries enough 
coverage for a catastrophic incident? Will the taxpayers ultimately be responsible? 

5. Why are the boundaries of the DEIR limited only to travel from Roseville to Benicia and not extended at least to the 
horders of CA if not all the way to the extraction sites? The impact and risk analysis area should be considerably extended. 

~~:: you, lZ-iTH 1" )C rJrT 0 te~ 
Address: (llo;) iocu)'j Sf, CityGt-!< 6tfDvt; ell- Zip CZ5b~ 
Email: oderfif'/~4!J fa!167J r CPn, 



Date: 
To: 
From: 
Re: 

September 15, 2014 

Community Development Department 
MEMORANDUM 

Valero Crude by Rail Project File 
Amy Million, Principal Planner 
San Francisco Baykeeper Online Petition 

Template comments on the Valero Crude by Rail DEIR were submitted via email 
September 11-15, 20 14. Attached are a copy of the names and a sample of the 
template email. All emails provided are identical. 

The individual emails are on file and available for review in the Community 
Development Department. 



Name City Name ~ 
1. Ken Lamance San Francisco 46. Armarion's San Francisco 

2. Kevin L. San Francisco 47. Francesca Bannerman San Francisco 

3. Jan Ellen Rein San Francisco 48. Karen Hay Petaluma 

4. Jan Blum San Francisco 49. Debra Seibel San Francisco 

5. Birgit Young San Francisco 50. Susan Hampton EI Cerrito 

6. Matt Richardson San Francisco 51. Joseph Richman Santa Clara 

7. Dale Riehart San Francisco 52. Lynn San Francisco 

8. Patricia Roca EI Sobrante 53. Cheryl Watson Sacramento 

9. Suzie Dods San Rafael 54. Goordy San Rafael 

10. Bernard H. San Rafael 55. Ayesha Oakland 

11. Karin Graton 56. Laura Willoughby EI Cerrito 

12. Susan Belmont 57. Jen Sausalito 

13. Lynn San Francisco 58. Mary Etta Moose San Francisco 

14. Eileen David Daly City 59. Alicia Kern Palos Verdes Peninsula 

15. Dian San Francisco 60. Lydia Choy San Francisco 

16. Elizabeth Kantor San Francisco 61. Gretchen Whisen Santa Rosa 

17. Rebecca Geffert San Francisco 62. Kent Smith Sacramento 

18. Brian Rush Redwood City 63. Tom Pepperell 

19. Nel Benningshof Richmond 64. Townsend San Francisco 

20. Sadie McFarlane San Francisco 65. Dave Seaborg Walnut Creek 

21. Casey Strong Berkeley 66. Maria Newark 

22. Matthew Cunharigby Berkeley 67. Joseph San Francisco 

23. David Wolfson Berkeley 68. Jack Brobbins Berkeley 

24. Paula Zerzan Sonoma 69. Ellen San Francisco 

25. WendyOser Berkeley 70. Valerie San Carlos 

26. Elizabeth Davis 71. Patrick Kelley Oakland 

27. Danielle Jamine Mill Valley 72. Freda (Los Altos, CAl Los Altos 

28. Kiana Ward Richmond 73. Melinda Hawk San Francisco 

29. J.P. Sidney San Francisco 74. Elizabeth Berkeley 

30. Dan Katzman Clayton 75. Sharon Mill Valley 

31. Denise San Francisco 76. Mike Novato 
32. Susan Kuehn San Francisco 77. Arden South San Francisco 
33. Teresa Redwood City 78. Kimberly Oakland 
34. Jason Sutton Oakland 79. Chris Wilson Oakland 
35. Bonnie Oakland 80. Gregg Los Gatos 

36. Rebecca Haseltine San Francisco 81. David Rich San Francisco 

37. Steve Kensington 82. Bev San Francisco 

38. Jess Dervin-Ackerman Oakland 83. Leslie Swan Benicia 

39. James Kuhns Sonoma 84. Melissa Davis San Francisco 

40. Jan Benicia 85. Mary Berkeley 

41. Matthew Jennings San Francisco 86. Nancy Carey Benicia 

42. Sally Howlett Berkeley 87. Hilary Rand San Francisco 

43. Tandy Solomon Piedmont 88. Susan Moore San Leandro 
44. Jon Cazadero 89. Thomas Palo Alto 

45. Felix San Francisco 90. Adrian Cotter Oakland 



Name ~ Name City 
91. Michelle Gregor San Francisco 120.Mary Alameda 
92. Ri San Jose 121.Kellie Karkanen Walnut Creek 
93. Jennifer Santa Margarita 122.Kathy Winfield Park 
94. Douglas Ferguson Greenbrae 123.Carole San Lorenzo 
9S. Tamhas Martinez 124.Susan Latham San Francisco 
96. Sheilah Moraga 12S.Janel Hoi San Francisco 
97. Ian and Janeane Moody Sausalito 126.Hagen Pacifica 
98. Katrina Child San Francisco 127.Amy Meeussen Redwood City 
99. Karyl Hendrick Fairfield 128.Nissa Kreidler San Francisco 
100.Azyadeth Pittsburgh 129.Jennifer Oakland 
101. Veronique Berkeley 130. Kirsten Schwind Pacifica 
102.Shoshana Wechsler Kensington 131.Jeff Foster City 
103. Robert Most Menlo Park 132.Natalie Zarchin EI Cerrito 
104.Michael Andrew Richmond 133.Charles Freschl Walnut Creek 
10S.Susan Harman Oakland 134.Paula Mill Valley 
106.Patricia Young Oakland 13S.Liz Martin Redwood City 
107.Michele Rowe Sheilds Benicia 136.Jennifer Steele Berkeley 
108.Sherri Davis 137.Jennie San Francisco 
109.Laurie Kossoff EI Cerrito 138.Guille Walnut Creek 
110.Eduardo Martin Richmond 139.Nancy Wakerman San Francisco 
l11.Nick Richmond 140. Lisa Benicia 
112. Lucy Ruszel Hayward 141. David Albany 
113.Leana Oakland 142.Carole Hercules 
114.Judith Oakland 143.Theresa Rettinghouse Alameda 
l1S.Kirk Menlo Park 144. Denise Lyons Berkeley 
116.Nathan Santa Cruz 14S.Andria Oakland 
117. Gemevoeve Benicia 146. Patty San Francisco 
118.Ali San Francisco 147.Alan San Jose 
119. Melanie Sacramento 148.Andrea Nyberg San Francisco 



From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 

"Brian" <Briankang@icloud.com> 
<amillion@cLbenicia.ca.us> 
9/15/20143:59 PM 
Please reject the EIR of the Valero Crude by Rail Project 

September 15, 2014 

Visitor 

Palo Alto, CA 

Amy Million 
Principal Planner, City of Benicia, Community Development Department 

Dear Ms. Million, 

I respectfully urge the City of Benicia to reject the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the proposed Valero Crude by Rail project. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report should be rejected because it 
underplays numerous environmental and public safety risks of bringing in new 
crude oil by rail to the Valero refinery. For example, the report claims that 
the worst case scenario for simultaneously unloading 50 tank cars is that the 
contents of one tank will spill. The actual worst case could be far worse. 

The draft report also projects that an oil spill in Suisun Marsh is unlikely, 
without supporting this assertion. In fact, the railroad tracks along Suisun 
Bay are built on loose sediment that could liquefy in a significant 
earthquake, causing the rails to buckle or collapse, and lead to a serious 
oil spill if a train were on the rails at the time. 

Nationwide, the risk of oil spills from trains is high. Last year in the US, 
more than a million gallons of crude oil was spilled as a result of rail 
accidents. If the expansion of the Valero rail yard goes through, the 
residents of Benicia and the birds and other wildlife of Suisun Bay will be 
under threat of oil spills. 

Moreover, the threat of an oil spill or explosion extends far beyond the 
community of Benicia. The Draft Environmental Impact Report completely leaves 
out impacts to San Francisco Bay's upper watershed, even though Union 
Pacific trains would be carrying oil through the hair-pin turns of river 
canyons that are home to salmon and many species of concern. The Valero 
refinery's proposed rail yard expansion puts San Francisco Bay, Suisun Bay, 
Suisun Marsh, our shorelines, and our upper watershed under threat of oil 
spills. 

Every resident in the Bay Area has a stake in what the City of Benicia 
decides. Please reject the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Valero 
Crude by Rail project, and please do not allow the expansion of the Valero 
refinery rail yard to go forward. 

Sincerely, 
Visitor 



September 15,2014 

Brad Kilger, City Manager 
250 East L Street, Benicia, CA 94510 
bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us 

Amy Million, Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
250 East L Street, Benicia, CA 94510 
amillion@ci.bencia.ca.us 

Dear Amy Million, 

Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude By Rail Project 
and incorporate them as part of the review of its Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR). In addition, please forward to the Planning Commissioners. 

The project would allow Valero to accept up to 100 tank cars of crude oil daily in two 50-
car trains. A typical tank car holds as much as 30,000 gallons of crude oil. This is the 
equivalent of two million sticks of dynamite or the fuel in a wide body jet liner, according 
to National Environmental Safety Board. 

The DEIR fails to contemplate fully the risk factors of a catastrophic accident from 
transporting crude by rail on a daily basis from North Dakota to Benicia. 

ES-4 and 3.4.1.3 Tank Cars 
Current standards set by the Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Administration 
(PHMSA) regulate that crude oil shipped by rail must be shipped in tank cars built to 
DOT 111 specifications. These standards are inadequate and the United States 
Department of Transportation in July proposed revised standards that likely will not be in 
place until later next year. 

DEIR states that Valero is committed to using only CPC 1232 tank cars-- the upgraded 
version of DOT 111 cars. In 2011 American Association of Railroads voluntarily imposed 
more stringent standards on the design of the DOT 111 tank cars-the CPC 1232 cars 
that Valero has "committed" to using. The new 1232 tank cars have thicker minimum % 
inch shells, higher tensile steel, protective head shields at both ends, consolidated top 
fittings under protective housing, and reclosing pressure relief valves. 

The CPC 1232 tank cars are in short supply-only 14,000 new 1232 cars have been 
built since 2011-and demand is high among oil refineries rushing to bring crude oil to 
market. Industry admits that it will take 10 years to meet demand. The 1232 cars are 
have also proven inadequate and unsafe as 10 of 13 tank cars that derailed in 
Lynchburg VA in April 2014 were CPC 1232 tank cars and one of the three that 
exploded and spilled oil into the James River was a 1232 car. 

In March 2014, the American Association of Railroads reversed its position and now 
recommends that the Department of Transportation require new tank cars to be built to 
meet specifications exceeding the CPC-1232 standard (as proposed by Edward 
Hamberg, President and Chief Executive Officer of AAR, speaking to the Senate 



Commerce, Science, and Transportation Subcommittee on Surface Transportation and 
Merchant Marine Infrastructure in March 6, 2014). 

The DEIR does not take into accoul1t that Valero might not have access to sufficient 
CPC 1232 cars. How can Valero guarantee to use only 1232 cars when insufficient 
numbers exist and new cars are not being produced fast enough? 

Valero ultimately will have no legal control on what type of tank cars are used. Only the 
rail carrier, Union Pacific, will have ultimate control per Federal Exemption that provides 
all rail transportation carriers with the ultimate control of volume of product it ships, or the 
frequency, route, or configuration of such shipments. (Appendix L). 

The DEIR fails to take into account the high risk that Union Pacific will use the legacy 
DOT 111 cars due to its increased availability and the limited supply of CPC 1232 tank 
cars. DOT 111 cars account for about 80% of crude oil by rail, according to the report Oil 
by Rail Safety in California, State of California Interagency Rail Safety Working Group, 
June 10,2014. The non pressurized DOT 111 tank cars with their thin steel shells of 
less than Y2 inch, head shields that are prone to puncture by couplers in collisions, 
valves on bottom of the car that my burst during an accident, and top valves and fittings 
poorly shielded that may open in a derailment or rollover are prone to rupture and 
explode when carrying hazardous crude oil. The original DOT 111 tank car was 
designed in the 1960s to carry corn syrup. It's safety flaws were pointed out in early 90s. 
In April 2014 Deborah Hersman, then Chair of the National Transportation Safety Board, 
asserted the DOT 111 's design flaws "create an unacceptable public risk." DOT 111 cars 
have been responsible for most of the catastrophic cascade of accidents and explosions 
of transported crude oil that have occurred in North American over the last 14 months. 

The DEIR needs to analyze the safety and environmental risks for the kinds of cars that 
Union Pacific will likely use transporting crude oil from North Dakota to Benicia. 

Finally, the DEIR concludes that crude oil shipments by rail pose no "significant hazard." 
However, this conclusion is fundamentally flawed. The Department of Transportation on 
May 7,2014 declared that crude oil shipments by rail pose not merely a significant 
hazard but an "imminent hazard': 

..... Specifically, a pattern of releases and fires involving petroleum crude oil 
shipments originating from the Bakken and being transported by rail constitute an 
immanent hazard under 49 U.S,C. 5121(d). 

An "immanent hazard" is further defined as " .. the existence of a condition relating to 
hazardous materials that presents a substantial likelihood that death, serious illness, 
severe personal injury, or a SUbstantial endangerment to health, property, or the 
environment may occur before the reasonably foreseeable future .. ". 

I urgently urge the City of Benicia to substantially revise the DEIR for this project to 
address my concerns noted above. 

Michele Rowe-Shields 
560 Capitol Drive 



Amy Million, Principal Planner 
Community Development Department 
250 East L Street, Benicia CA 94510 
amiIlion@ci.benicia.ca.us 

Dear Ms. Million, 
Please add my comments to the public legal record on Valero's Crude-By-Rail Project and 

incorporate them as part of the review of its DEIR. 

I wish to address the issue of "trade secrets" and how claiming secrecy prevents the real dialogue 
that must happen in Benicia and every community the oil trains pass through from the points of 
origin of the crude oil purchased by Valero refinery if this project is to be fairly considered. 
Despite the "trade secret" status, we know that Valero is likely to purchase Bakken Crude from 
North Dakota and tar sands fl:om Alberta Canada, two extreme crudes with devastating 
environmental impacts that should make every Californian wary. We do not need to know the 
particular amounts or locations, the "secret" recipe that another refinery might wish to mimic or 
steal, only the general categories Valero is planning to bring in via rail for the real discussion to 
begin. 

From there, we can examine the risk of spills that cannot be cleaned up as the heavy tar sands 
bitumen sinks within hours into rivers and pollutes the water. All three proposed routes crossing 
the borders into California involve crossing our major rivers and sources of agricultural and 
drinking water, especially precious during drought years. The example of the Kalamazoo River 
spill comes to mind, which after over one billion dollars and four years is still not nearly cleaned 
up. 

Or we can study the massive amounts of by-product pet-coke that is produced that is worse than 
coal to burn, which our government will not allow to be burned in this country but is willing to 
let refineries sell it to markets such as China to burn in "their" atmosphere. It is stored in 
uncovered piles while awaiting shipment, and often blows patiiculates into the air of sUHounding 
neighborhoods, which has caused some recent law suits. 

We can also study the impacts of impOliing Bakken Crude through communities large and small 
all across the country with its high volatility as evidenced by numerous accidents and reSUlting 
fires and explosions in the last 18 months. Lac-Megantic was not even close to a worst case 
scenario as it was a small town at night, yet 47 people lost their lives. 

Valero has graciously offered to move its Bakken crude only in 1232 tank cars, which are 
presumably safer than the older DOT 111 tank cars. We don't yet even know what the results of 
the DOT proposed safety rule-making will be, but we do know that none of the tank cars 
proposed will prevent the breaching and subsequent explosions for Cat'S of Bakken crude going 
30,40, and 50 miles per hour on the tracks. There are no safe tank cars, So far, the railroads are 
only willing to lower their speeds in large populated areas to 40 miles per hour, leaving smaller 
communities at higher speeds. 



There is a solution that would lessen the volatility and therefore the danger considerably. In 
Texas it is required before the shale gas there is shipped. It requires infrastructure which costs 
money. The stabilizer towers strip out the top 3% of liquid natural gases, the most volatile ones, 
and ship them by pipeline for other uses. The remaining gas is far less flammable, and their 
trains are not exploding. 

In N. Dakota the industry is unwilling to consider the needed infrastructure and neither our 
federal govemment nor N. Dakota is holding them accountable to this safety measure to protect 
millions of lives. In short, we the people are acceptable collateral damage so the gas companies 
can maximize their profits. If this were happening in a third world country, we would label this 
immoral. 

Valero choses the crude it purchases, presumably purchasing the best buy on the market day to 
day and apparently not taking into consideration the ethics of the gas companies. This is part of 
the conversation this DEIR should allow. Valero is choosing to bring dangerous shipments of 
Bakken crude through our neighborhoods and communities without our consent by pretending 
"trade secrets" won't allow them to tell us what they are impOliing. All the communities deserve 
a chance to discuss this important decision carefully, especially in light of there being a solution 
to the high risk. What if a train derailed in any of the highly populated areas uprail ii-om Benicia 
and an explosion resulted? The City of Davis in particular has a configuration in its track that is 
particularly dangerous making it a likely spot for such a derailment right in the center of our 
downtown and neighborhoods. At the very least, the DEIR must be revised to accommodate a 
thorough examination and discussion of these serious issues. Throwing a bit of money at 
emergency preparedness training does little to address the true risks involved. 

A follow up issue, is whether there is in place clear proof of insurance for various kinds of 
disasters that could reasonably happen as the trains come over mountain passes and old bridges 
and through cities and towns. We have seen already that the coverage has been inadequate in 
some places in the country, and in Lac-Megantic the railroad went bankrupt immediately. The 
DEIR should include the concrete plans not only for Benicia but for uprail communities and 
habitat. 

Is it possible that bringing the crude by marine delivery is actually the best mode of transport? 
The promise that overall there are emission reductions seems shaky. Are they comparing a boat 
trip from Saudi Arabia to Benicia with a train trip from Roseville to Benicia? What if they 
compared a trip from Alaska to Benicia by boat instead? Boats emit far less emissions in 
general, unless the trip is much longer. Please study this option more carefully. 

Finally, what assurance is there that the total amount of crude processed at the Valero plant will 
not increase now or in the near or long term future? The state of Califomia has been 
dramatically dropping is consumption of gas each year through conservation, so we need less, 
not more of this product. We do not need Valero to have in its plans an expansion. For this 
DEIR Valero has very carefully promised this is only trading marine delivery for rail delivery. 
Can Valero assure us that is all they plan, that there will not be requests for additional trains 
shortly once the door is open? We need a firm commitment that there will be no gradual 
increase in trains making their way to Benicia as the Valero plant ran1ps up production. 



Thank you for your consideration of these points. 

Sincerely, 

Lynne Nittler 
2441 Bucklebury Road 
Davis, CA 95616 
Inittler@sbcglobal.net 
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Amy Million - Please incorporate by reference ... 

From: <rognnail@gmail.com> 
To: "Amy Million" <amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us> 
Date: 9115/20144:54 PM 
Subject: Please incorporate by reference ... 

Amy - Please incorporate by reference for the record and for the consultant to answer as part of the DEIR 
process all of my comments and questions on Valero Crude By Rail previously submitted (during consideration of 
the IS/MND, the EIR Scoping period, and between Scoping and opening of public comments on DEIR). 

Please also incorporate by reference, all comments and questions offered during those same periods by others 
critical of Valero's proposal and the DEIR, including but not limited to: 

'" Marilyn Bardet 

!II Jan Cox-Golovich 
It Kat Black 

It Kathy Kerridge 

It Constance Beutel 
II> Pat Toth-Smith 

II> Dan Smith 

<II Nancy Steele 

II> Bea Reynolds 
!II Sabina Yates 

ill Larnie Fox 

'" Mary Frances Kelly Poh 
'" Nikki Basch-Davis 

'" Priscilla Whitehead 
II> David Jenkins 
II> Donna Fernandez 

ill Jennifer Cimaglio 

II> Dana and Jim Green 
IjI Lynne Nittler and other residents of Davis, Sacramento and Roseville 

ill Diane Bailey 

11> The Natural Resources Defense Council 
II> Dr. Phyllis Fox 

'" The Goodman Group 

Thank you. 

Roger Straw 
Benicia, CA 
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