




















































































































August 11, 2014

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

T T

Amy Million, Principal Planner ‘
Community Development Department e PME
250 East L Street, Benicia, CA 94510

amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us

Fax: (707) 747-1637

Dear Mr. Kilger and Ms. Million,

Please add our comments to the public legal record on Valero’s Crude By Rail Project and
incorporate them as part of the review of its DEIR. n addition, please forward our comments to
the Planning Commissioners.

We are residents, workers, vendors and delivery people of Rancho Yolo, a senior mobile home
park, in Davis. Our park lies within a mile from the tracks for the proposed Valero rail project.
Our park is approximately a mile from a 10mph left-handed cross-over between the main tracks
that lie east of the Davis train station. The oil trains share the tracks with the Capital Corridor,
a commuter train jointly operated by Amtrak, Union Pacific and Caltrans.

The two loaded 50-car trains and two returning empty 50-car trains will come across the Yolo
Bypass, which includes our sensitive Yolo Basin Wildlife Preserve, will share tracks with Amtrak
passenger trains and will parallel Interstate 80. They will pass within a mile of not only our
senior park but several other senior housing complexes, a nursing home and our police station
before heading downtown, then near the UC Davis campus before exiting town.

The EIR must also consider larger cumulative impacts. Cur neighborhood is already
experiencing the impact of the existing trainload. The daily back and forth of 100 cars adds to
that impact. We know that Phillips 66 is secking delivery of 80 cars per day with a re-circulated
DEIR expected this fall, so the impact of the two trains both directions must be considered

together.

The California Energy Commission predicts that an additional 3-4 oil trains of 100 cars each
will travel the route through Davis within the next two years. The Valero DEIR Crude by Rail
Proposal must be taken in the context of all these additional oil trains, and all of their impacts to
the community. The cumulative impact is considerable in terms of vibrations, noise and air

quality.

The Draft EIR that you are considering for the Valero Project does not include issues specific to
uprail communities. Here are some of our concerns.
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1. Air, noise and vibration pollution along the train route

As noted above, our senior mobile home park is approximately a mile from the tracks. Across
the street is a nursing home and in the other direction are two additional senior housing
complexes. A high percentage of the residents have respiratory and ambulatory issues. Some
residents will be connected to sensitive machines for which vibration might be a problem.
Increased noise and vibrations will be a factor for any residents living so close to the tracks.

What mitigation measures will be taken to offset the air pollution caused by increased
particulate matter raised from the trains?

What measures will be taken to offset the air pollution caused by fumes escaping from the train
cars?

What measures will be taken to offset vibration from the trains?

What measures will be taken to offset the increased noise from additional trains, cars and weight
rolling through town at all hours?

2. Public safety

a. Currently the railroads are using 78,000 unsafe DOT 111A tank cars that are prone to
rupture when they derail. Even cars that meet the 1232 standards from 2011 are prone to
rupture. Although the industry says it could phase out the older cars over 10 years, that is not
reassuring to those of us who live within a mile of a crossover section.

b. There is a 10mph left-handed cross-over between the main tracks several hundred feet east of
the Amtrak station.

Several derailments elsewhere in North America have been caused by human error when 2 train
proceeds through a low speed crossover between two higher speed tracks and failing to reduce
speed; one near Chicago and one in Canada caused fatalities.

The Davis cross over should be replaced with a cross over with a higher speed rating similar fo others on the
Capitol Corndor line.

Trans should slow down in populated areas.

c. The Davis Enterprise reported that two train derailments have happened in Davis since 2003
and summaries of the articles are below.

Davis Enterprise, The (CA}-January 29, 2003
Author: Lauren Keene/Enterprise staff writer

People traveling by Amtrak trains experienced some service delays in Davis this morning, the
resuit of a freight train accident that derailed four cars Tuesday night.




Davis - Rancho Yolo 3

No injuries resulted from the derailment, which occurred at about 7:45 p.m. on the Union
Pacific Railroad tracks that run parallel to Second Street, near Cousteau Place.

Bob Jones, a general manager with California Northern Railroad, said the derailment was the
result of an “overspeed impact” that occurred when a 48-car train coming from Woodland
attempted to connect with another line consisting of 27 cars. The empty cars were then destined
for Roseville.

“For some reason they didn’t slow as anticipated,” Jones said, adding that the longer train was
traveling an estimated 5 to 6 mph. “Thay needed to be under four {mph).”

http://docs.newsbank.com/s/infoweb/agedocs/NewsBank/105D11605DRBO0D8 7/ 105FF707337F67
E5?p _multi=DVEB&s lang=en-US

Davis Enterprise, The {CA}-November 4, 2009
Author: Jonathan Edwards

Enterprise staff writer

A freight train derailed Tuesday afternoon in downtown Davis and threatened to snap power
lines, crush fences and roll into back yards.

The tracks collapsed under a 12-car train and two cars toppled, said Capt. Richard Moore with
the Davis Fire Department. A third car’s wheels came off the rails, but the car itself stayed upright.

No one was injured in the accident, which was reported to fire crews at 4:18 p.m.

Each of the two downed cars carried 90 tons of lime, a chemical used in construction, Moore
said. A hazardous materials crew was not called in.

hitp://docs.newsbank.com/s/infoWeb/aggdocs/NewsBank/12BC77A26FFEIS78/105FF707937F67E5%p
multi=DVEB&s lang=en-UsS

YouTube footage of the train derailment on November 6, 2009 can be seen at:

httn:/ /www.voutube.com/watch?v=1FEkOoiiOgw

hitn:/ /www.voutube.com/watch?v=eOSLnlkzPWs

d. What is the WORST CASE SCENARIO should a crude oil train derailment happen in
Davis? What evacuation plans have been prepared for Davis when a spill and/or explosion
occurs? What evacuation plans have been prepared for transporting injured, ill and infirm
residents from senior housing complexes and nursing homes?

e. What plans have been prepared for dealing with catastrophic loss of life and property after a
spill and/or explosion occurs?
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f. What emergency response training have our Davis first responders been provided to be able to
manage a large-scale oil train disaster? Will they have train manifests that list the contents of the
oil so that they know what kinds of chemicals they are fighting?

g. What plans have been prepared to transport large numbers of injured residents and
responders to hospitals after a spill/explosion has occurred?

h. What plans have been prepared for rerouting Interstate 80 in Davis when a spill and/or
explosion occurs? The potential closure of 180 would impact emergency response and
evacuation efforts, among so many other problems.

i. What plans have been prepared for alternate headquarters and revised emergency response
for the Davis Police Department, whose headquarters could well be impacted should a spill
and/or explosion occur?

3. Liability

Should there be a spill/explosion on the scope of the Lac Megantic (Canada) explosion in Davis,
who carries the liability? That Canadian town has yet to be compensated. For even smaller
spills, who carries the hability for cleanup and other expenses? What can we expect in Davis?
Should there be a spill and explosion that affects our park and residents, as well as so many
others, who carries the liability?

Lastly and most importantly, moving this highly volatile, flammable and toxic crude across
thousands of miles of rivers, forests, bridges and communities is sheer madness. Each trainload is
a disaster waiting to happen. Each ton of crude is a ton for climate change.

Should this project be approved, the City of Benicia and its residents carry at least a moral
liability for any disasters that happen along the thousands of miles of track to Benicia. The 25%
of your General Fund that comes from Valero taxes to your city comes at a price to the planet.
We ask that the City of Benicia reject this project and redirect its focus to renewable energy.

That is the future.

Thank you,

187 aetl ﬁ/f/d&/
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Marilyn Bardet
August 14, 2014 DRAFT

Comments to the Benicia Planning Commission
on behalf of Benicians For a Safe and Healthy Community

I’m Marilyn Bardet, speaking on behalf of Benicians For A Safe and Healthy Community.
On September 15%, we’ll be turning in our full set of written comments.

Tonight, 'll focus, along with Ed Ruszel, our invited speaker, on issues surrounding WHO
and WHAT ultimately governs the “logistics operations” of Valero’s Crude By Rail Project
in the Industrial Park, and WHY this is of great concern in examining the claims of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report. After my comments, Ed will give a visual
presentation of specific rail issues in the Park — describing certain conditions and effects
that the layout of trackage in the Park represents for Project operations — issues which
are obscured or inaccurately portrayed in the Draft Report.

Valero characterizes the Project as their “logistics operation,” the term used by the
Initial Study. The Draft Report sticks to the concept, limiting sense of the total scope and
extent of the Project and its myriad, for im nd risks blic safety an

health, here in Benicia, “uprail” and “downwind.” Local and regional impacts would
spiral out from the Project’s operations in all directions.

We understand that crud ins movin ween crude sources in North Dakota or
Canada on their way to Roseville and Benicia are part of the TOTALITY of the Project’s
“logistics operation.” However, the Draft Report’s curtailed accounting of that TOTALITY
mostly point to Union Pacific’s business, and/or, suggest that such concerns would be
beyond the scope of CEQA.

The Report describes the physical components that would allow Valero to import by rail,
offload, and store up to 70,000 barrels of crude oil every day, with a total of 100 loaded
tank cars arriving each day, 100 empty rail cars departing, and one 50 car train at a time
to be unloaded at the terminal. The Draft Report doesn’t state the exact number of
locomotives involved each day, each way. WHY?

Union Pacific is not part of the Valero Project Application. The Draft Report doesn’t
describe how the contractual relationship would work between the two corporate giants
— or might not work. Yet, UP’s logistics, operations and performance would be pivotal
and would override Valero’s criteria for operations cited in the Report. It would appear,

therefore, that the Project’s rail activity would largely represent a Union Pacific
“logistics operation.”



To grasp Union Pacific’s role, we must consider the limiting effects of the Federal
Exemption Rule as it would apply to the Valero Project.

nder Federal Exemption, UP retains ex ivi thority to control all train movements

rain sch in rain composition nd number of locomotives, volumes of
product transported in a single train, train speed, train routes, maintenance, etc. UP is

not required to inform the public about crude train scheduling or train movements,
including about parking tank cars on side lines. The US Department of Transportation also

governs rail safety.

The Federal Exemption Rule is therefore a defining factor for Project rail operations. Yet,
the first place the Rule is mentioned in the Report is at the end of a brief description of
“Project Alternative 1” [p.ES-5]. This first Alternative suggests that the number of trains
per day could be limited to one. But DEIR hedges trying to explain why it must be
rejected: “UPRR has taken the position that....” then refers the reader to the last
Appendix, Appendix L, where UP’s bald statement of their authority under the Federal
Exemption is outlined.

So, the alleged advantage of Project Alternative 1 — a one-a-day-train — is victim to UP
preemption. Why did the DEIR bother to present Alternative 1 as plausible in the first
place? UP has the authority to preempt any suggested limitation imposed by the City on
Project rail deliveries. Valero couldn’t enforce the Alternative.

The Federal Exemption bears down hard on the Draft Report’s traffic and transportation
analyses, and thus, casts doubt on the credibility of the Draft Report itseif.

The foreseeable effects of UP control of Project rail activity on or off-site of Refinery
property are myriad, but the DEIR touches on those effects very lightly, incoherently.
There is no accounting of possible train delays or troubles with UP switching operations.

So let’s look at the Draft Report’s expectations for Project logistics. The Report describes
OPTIMAL operating conditions desired by Valero. Those conditions cited serve as the basis
for the evaluation of “less than significant” traffic and rail transport impacts.

In assuming OPTIMAL OPERATING CONDITIONS, the Draft Report gives the impression that
the Project would run like a clock with Valero’s invisible hand smoothly setting the time
of UP’s train movements and activities on and off-site of Refinery property.

Yet, the Federal Exemption effectively releases UP from having to comply for any
necessary reason with Valero’s “requests.” Why does the Draft Report tacitly assume that
UP could or would comply every day with Valero’s request for “on time” arrivals in “off

peak” hours? How does that assumption skew the Draft Report’s conclusions?



Operating conditions under UP’s control cannot possibly remain “IDEAL” 24/7, 365 DAY A
YEAR, even if UP would intend to perfectly oblige Valero’s requests! What if there was a
minor or major disruption involving Project logistics? Problems could occur during the 8 -
10 hour off-loading operation for 50 tank cars. Why does the Report not entertain
foreseeable train off-loading delays, or delays uprail, and other time-sensitive problems
on or off-site of Valero property? Or other rail problems in the Industrial Park? The Draft
Report just doesn’t “go there.”

Any DEIR description, claim, assumption or impact analysis that assumes OPTIMAL
onditi and could invi ions about the effects of UP’s Federal Exemption
deserves further evaluation.

Finally, what is the Project’s projected life-span? The Draft Report downplays and
minimizes the daily added safety risks and hazards. In the traffic section you can find
reference to a 21-year projection for cumulative traffic impacts. What others?

How would Project “logistics” affect the success of the recently adopted visionary plan
for the “park-and-ride” Bus Hub to be located at Industrial Way, just beyond the Park
Road intersection — an “at grade” railroad crossing with a switch?

So, what kind of future does the Project suggest for the Industrial Park? Would the
Project operations, intensifying, doubling and tripling rail use, become a “L.U.L.U.7" — a
Local Undesirable Land Use? The Report doesn’t consider public perception: how Project
“logistics” could turn the Park into a mini Rail Switching Yard mainly serving Valero’s
interests.

The Report doesn’t even discuss the foreseeable daily increased risk posed by threat of a
derailment involving flammable Bakken oil within the Park: a real threat that would be
posed to its occupants, the immediate environs, vital infrastructure, the Refinery itself
and the community every day.

Now let’s hear from Ed Ruszel, who will give account of the foreseeable daily impacts of
the Project’s rail activity, rail and traffic circulation and the hazards posed by those
activities in the Industrial Park...
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Amy Million - DEIR Comments - Valero Crude by Rail Project

From:  Ken Wallace <kennwallace@hotmail.com>

To: "amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us" <amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us>, "bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us"
<bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us>

Date: 8/18/2014 4:46 PM

Subject: DEIR Comments - Valero Crude by Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million and Mr. Kilger,

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.
In addition, please forward my comments to the Planning Commissioners.

As a resident of Davis, | live up-rail from the proposed Valero rail project,
and the trains will pass right through my home community. Needless to say,
I am very concerned about the impact of crude oil trains passing through this
area every day. Here are some of my concerns:

I believe it is highly irresponsible, dangerous and perhaps even criminal for

oil companies and railroad companies to ship any amount of volatile oil by rail
through any populated areas or sensitive, protected habitat. Some apparently
claim that Bakken crude oil is not more volatile than any other crude. But why
have we seen some 5 or 6 explosions of those oil tankers in just the last year

or so? Why have some oil pipeline companies refused to transport oils like
Bakken crude? |think the answer is obvious - the oil IS very volatile and
contains gases like ethane and propane. What do you put in your propane torch
and for what purpose?

For many years, the oil industry (primarily in Texas) has known that some oils
are very volatile and need to be stablilized prior to being transported any

great distance. That industry spent many millions of dollars developing
"stablizers" that remove the volatile gases found in the crude.

In fact, despite comments that Bakken crude is not more dangerous than other
crudes, it appears that some stabilizers are being installed now near the Bakken
oil fields (by Caliber Midstream Partners LP of Denver, CO - see Wall Street
Journal, 7/7/2014). The COO of that company (David Scobel) claims that the oil
is safer when stabilized before going into a rail car.

| really think a bit of common sense needs to used here.

Aren't there strong restrictions on putting volatile chemicals in the mail?
What about restrictions placed on taking volatile compounds {or any liquid)
aboard airplanes? | know - maybe a little far-fetched, and those restrictions
do mostly pertain to air travel. However, with the oil trains we are dealing
with a situation where just one car contains more than 30,000 gallons of

file:///C:/Users/million/AppData/Local/ Temp/XPgrpwise/53F22DF 1 BENICIA-GWBENIC... 8/19/2014




volatile crude. So 50 cars = 1.5 million gallons.

The California Highway Patrol has some serious restrictions and regulations
regarding the trucking of as little as 500 Ibs or 120 gallons of hazardous
materials. Their policy states: "Transportation of such materials [hazardous
substances] is highly regulated to ensure the safety of the motoring public.”
Obviously the oil trains are not travelling down the interstate, but they will
certainly travel for many miles in close proximity to all kinds of public
facilities and private homes and businesses.

The draft EIR apparently concludes that the risk of an oil spill is

insignificant based solely on the frequency of a such an event, without
considering its possible magnitude. To truly be meaningful, the risk analysis
must consider both frequency and magnitude. A rare, but hugely catastrophic
explosion in a populated area {(downtown Davis?} would not be "insignificant".
Was the explosion in Lac-Megantic, Quebec insignificant?

How about the $200 million clean up? The 52 billion in overall liabilities?

The now bankrupt railroad company? The lives of 47 people and their familes?
Certainly does not seem insignificant to me.

Can we insure ourselves somehow against a catastrophic event?

I came across an interesting comment from James Beardsley, an executive with
Marsh & MclLennan Companies’ insurance brokerage unit:

"There is not currently enough available coverage in the commercial insurance
market anywhere in the world to cover the worst-case [train derailment]
scenario."

Now this really makes me wonder about the insurance situation for the oil and
railroad companies. Who provides them coverage? Anyone?

Would they be able to wriggle out of any liability, and rely on public funding

to clean up and fix any damage?

To conclude, | believe that the draft EIR has not fully addressed all
significant issues regarding the Benicia-Valero refinery project.
Numerous safety issues and threats to the public welfare exist.

These must be dealt with in firm, meaningful way or the whole project
should be abandoned.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Ken Wallace

Davis, CA 95618
kennwallace@hotmail.com

file:///C:/Users/million/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/53F22DF1BENICIA-GWBENIC
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Amy Million - Please Do Not Allow the Qil Trains, if Laden with Explosive Crude

From:  Ken and Viann Wallace <kvwallace@hotmail.com>

To: "amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us" <amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us>, "bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us"
<bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us>

Date: 8/19/2014 11:33 AM

Subject: Please Do Not Allow the Oil Trains, if Laden with Explosive Crude

Dear Ms. Million,

o, CITY OF
COMMUNITY »

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.
In addition, please forward my comments to the Planning Commissioners.

Please stop the oil trains. They are explosive and not acceptable for public safety in the United States.

**The Bakken oil needs to be stabilized to be less explosive--this needs to be done in the oil fields, like
they do in Texas.

*According to the Motley Fool, the industry itself, Valero, said: we plan to have 1,000 tanker cars
transport oil from the Tar Sands in Canada and the Bakken in North Dakota. 70,000 barrels a day which
is 3 million gallons a day which is 100 train cars running thru Davis each day with Explosives.

* And finally, For Public and Environmental Safety:

1) Need upgraded rails

2} New new upgraded heavy cars

3) Lower speed limit

4) More braking

5) More employees working on the trains

6) In a perfect world we would have a massive tunnel system for the trains to travel thru in case of
explosion to save people, towns, cities, and the environment. We want to protect what is
Priceless~~~our people and our environment.

Thank you so much for considering my input.
Sincerely,

Virginia Wallace

Davis, Ca.

file:///C:/Users/million/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/53F33612BENICIA-GWBENIC... 8/19/2014



August 17, 2014

Amy Million, Principal Planner
Community Development Department
Benicia City Hall

250 East L Street

Benicia CA 94510

Cik i
LOPMENT |

I write this letter to support the crude by rail project of Benicia Refinery. During
the 34 years that | have lived in Benicia, in my opinion the Benicia Refinery has
been an excellent neighbor and a generous corporate citizen. The City of Benicia
should give its approval to the project so that the Benicia Refinery can continue
in Benicia to compete economically in the highly competitive energy industry.

| urge the leadership of Benicia to not be swayed against the project by a vocal
minority that has a very narrow viewpoint. | urge the city leadership to consider
the grim fate of Vallejo, only six miles west. There in my opinion a vocal minority
coupled with poor city leadership made it impossible for Wal-Mart to build 2 new
store in Vallejo. Instead Wal-Mart moved to American Canyon, and today
American Canyon is a thriving and healthy community. In contrast, Vallejo
continues its long and painful decline, mired in destitution, bankruptcy, massive
truancy rates, drugs, crime, murder, a police force staff inadequate to prevent its
citizens from being mugged and kidnapped in broad daylight — all symptoms of a
deeply troubled and dysfunctional community in my opinion.

Poor decisions by Benicia city leadership can make Benicia’s future become like
Vallejo’s gloomy future, in my opinion.

William Westbrook {1740, 4. [ 4 gﬁ ;; J{ff ]
307 Drake Ct e Wettbrsoh
Benicia CA 94510



Benicia Planning Commission
RE: Crude by Rail Project

.. CITY OF BENITTA
COMMUNITY DEVEL EirmENT

| have given a lot of thought to the proposal for moving crude by rail through Benicia.
My considerations are based upon research, knowledge, and a rather biased opinion of the
way business, especially the oil business, is run.

| have a knowledge of how trains are handled and operated and what causes
derailments. That knowledge includes the fact that in any rail yard, cars are decoupled,
loaded, and recoupled without any consideration for who owns the car. Sure, if a 100 car train
is compiled, it will consist of cars that were chosen not because they belong to a specific
company, but because they are available. if you look at any (cargo) train and inspect the
lineage of cars in that train, you will find that, for the sake of efficiency, most consist of few, if
any, cars that actually belong to the corporation that owns the locomotives. This allows the
railyard to compose a new train of available cars and attach that consignment to the next
outgoing locomotive(s) headed for the appropriate destination. This is why, when you see a
train pass through our city, you will see B&O, L&N, Burlington, and a host of other corporate
logos on cars.

The proposal states that the crude carrying trains will use the new CPC 1232 cars
exclusively, but the industry does not, and will not, conform to any demand for this. The first
train may have the correct complement of cars, but any subsequent delivery will probably
contain few, if any, of the CPC 1232, many of which will be carrying crude to other
destinations in the US and Canada. Within a very short time, any shipment that arrives will be
mostly comprised of the inadequate DOT 111 cars which have a dubious safety record.
Valero states that the rail company has control over train composition, which shows that the
rail company has no intention of conforming to the deman to use the more modern CPC 1232
cars.

Another major concern is that a failure of even one of these cars could create a
massive explosion and release of toxic materials. There have been a rash of derailments
where tankers have ruptured and the devastation has been rather impressive. In addition, the
Bakken crude these cars will carry is more volatile than standard crude oil and there is the
potential of a chain of major explosions should a single car fail.

My final concerns are about the frequency of rail accidents and the odds of one
occurring. | doubt that the frequency of rail accidents will change much, but it will increase
proportional with the number of trains. There will be considerably more switching done and
switch failures are common causes of rail accidents. Some other causes include the following:

* signal and safety gate malfunctions

* mechanical failures, particularly wheel failures (more on this further below)

* track damage

* conductor error

[ withessed a signal failure at the Valero/Industrial Ave. crossing just a couple of weeks
ago. My wife and | were taking a vehicle to be worked on at C&C Auto, so | was following her.
A train was switching and moving back and forth through the intersection. The train backed
up, made the switch, and began to come forward again to enter the plant. At this point, the
gates rose. The car in front of my wife went through the intersection in front of the moving
locomotive because the gate rose for no particular reason. The gates remained up until the
locomotive was actually in the roadway. My wife had started to idle forward, but saw the
locomotive was still moving and stopped. The gates did not lower until the locomotive was in
front of her car.



While this would have been a low speed accident and probably would not have done
more than damage her car, this is only one crossing among the hundreds the train would go
through on its way to Benicia. Most of these crossings would not be in low speed
intersections.

Rail cars are used until they fail. They are not routinely inspected and are often pulled
from use only after a failure. The rate of failure is unknown, but I have seen a rail fire that was
caused by either a failed wheel bearing or a failed brake on a cargo train. It was not pretty and
it engulfed two other cars before the burning section of train was safely decoupled. The fire
itself was difficult to (eventually) contain. It also sparked a brush fire that had to be
extinguished as well.

At least one report I've read on the subject suggests that, “on average, 3 truck sets per
train have dragging brake sets.” That number is rather astounding and is, to me, highly
disturbing. Heat caused by friction in failing brakes can cause fires or derailments. Since we
already know the train will be comprised of heavily loaded and aging DOT 111 cars (which, at
this time, are 69% of all tanker cars), we can assume that they are not immune to this
problem.

Finally, as you may have noticed, there was an earthquake the other day in the early
hours of the morning. Since there will be cars loaded with “crude” parked in the yard at any
given time, up to 50, | do believe, the concern of what would happen in an earthquake is very
real. | do not fully understand the status of the railyard in, and alongside, the Valero refinery,
as pertains to earthquake, nor do | fully grasp how likely it is that an earthquake will cause a
track or car failure, but this is an area of concern as well.

All this leads me to the belief that the entire concept, which will, by Valero’s own
admission, account for only about 20 new (long term) jobs in the city, is both risky and
unsupportable. | also must urge that you consider the environmental damage in the Dakotas,
particularly to groundwater, as a part of your discussion of this project. | urge you to consider
the potential for damage; to lives should an accident occur, to the environment, and to the
climate since this supports the bankrupt strategy of drilling for more oil and inhibits the
progress to be made in the field of alternative energy sources.

Richard Donnelly
1344 Anita Cir.
Benicia, Ca.
707-745-0824

Some sources used in this letter:
http://www.slideshare.net/quest8a2279¢ea/railroad-car-wheel-defects-
23289307next slideshow=1
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/DOT-111 tank car
hitp://www,post-gazette.com/news/transportation/2014/03/30/Rail-cars-DOT-111-
designed-in-60s-haul-crude-oil/stories/201403300119
http://mww.ntsb.gov/news/events/2012/cherry valley/presentations/hazardous
materials board presentation 508 completed.pdf
hitp://www.crompion.com/news/Bloomberg
BNA TankCarDesignDebateSplitOverSafetyofVoluntaryindustryStandard 5.18.14.pdf
htip://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/safety-rules-lag-as-oil-transport-by-train-rises-
1.1312528
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rail yard




August 26, 2014

Subject: Benicia CBR public comments hearing

Chair and members of the Planning Commission, Members of City Staff, Members of the public
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion on the subject.

My name is Tom Lam. | am a project manager with 33 years of engineering and project management
work experience, 25 of those years are in Benicia. | believe that for a project to be successful, it hasto
be the right project, with the right team, at the right place, at the right time, and for the right reasons

1. This is a right project for Benicia. Mayor Patterson in her recent address to Benicia Makers
stated that Benicia is built on a strong manufacturing base, and she believes in manufacturing,
she does not want to see manufacturing to become an “endangered species”. This is the right
project for Benicia to help its local economy, maintain its strong manufacturing and revenues
base, and put Benicia on the map, as Mayor Patterson puts it (youtube video 7/11/2014,
Benicia Makers host Mayor Patterson video). This project reduces green house gas emission.

2. We are the right team. Valero and its contractors have years of experience and successful
partnerships, excellent safety records in executing projects. Valero is a very safe operator and
has demonstrated time and again with the support of its contractors and local regulating
agencies. Valero recently is re-certified by Cal-OSHA to be one of the two refineries in the state
to receive VPP Star Site designation (VPP is a Voluntary Protection Program). Valero's
employees and contractors are very proud of this safety record. We work hard to maintain it
every day. Safe work practices are what we do every day.

3. Thisis the right place. Valero is a demonstrated safe operator. For any project, it is with great
comfort and confidence to know that Valero is sponsoring and executing it, because we know
that it will be done with due diligence, with best engineering practices, with ali regulatory and
environmental compliance and that it will be done safely.

4. Now is the right time. While our country continues to develop technologies for many
alternative sources of energy, like wind, solar, electric hybrids, fuel cells, and biofuels, | believe
that fossil fuel remains the dominant source of energy for years to come. This is the right time
to help our country to become energy independent with the increasing production and use of
domestic and North American crude oil. It is also the right time to help our local businesses to
stay competitive and helps Benicia stay vibrant.

5. These are the right reasons.

a. Jobs: This project will not only provide new jobs during construction, it will also provide
new permanent jobs to maintain the new facility operations, and it will also help sustain
existing jobs for our local economy



b. Revenues: This project will provide additional tax revenues and other revenues to help
Benicia sustain a strong manufacturing base and keep a thriving local economy

¢. Domestic energy independent: some of us may remember the days back in 1970's
when we had to stay in line for a long time 1o get gasoline filled up in our cars. There
was the oil embargo from the OPEC countries. There are uncertainties now in that
region. This instability threatens our national security and interests. We need to be
prepared.

In closing, 1 believe Valero makes a product that we all benefit in our everyday lives, and yet we take it
so for granted. Be it the automobiles, the buses or the planes, or the trains, or our lawn mowers, we all
benefit from this product in one form or another. And we use it knowing that there is risk, but we
manage and mitigate the risk as best we can and enjoy our modern day living like commuting, travelling
and vacationing.

[ urge your support for the project to help keep our local economy thriving and maintain our standards
of modern day living. It is the right project, with the right team, at the right place, at the right time and
for the right reasons. Thank you.

Respectfully,
Tom Lam
3400 East Second Street

Benicia, CA 94510
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Brad Kilger, City Manager
250 East L Street, Benicia, CA 94510
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bidlgeribol benicia.ca.us
Fax: (707) 747-1637

Amy Million, Principal Planner
Community Development Department
250 East L Street, Benicia, CA 94510

gmillion@cibenicls.caus

Fax: (707) 747-1637

Dear Mr. Kilger and Ms. Million:

Please add our 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 {DE R). In
addition, please forward our comments to the Planning Ccmmsssseners

As residents of Davis, we live up-rail from the proposed ‘v’aiem rail prc;eci ihaf w;ﬂ involve two 50-
car trains coming across the Yolo Bypass, which includes the sensitive Yolo Basin Wildlife
Preserve, passes through our downtown and several dense residential areas, aad exits town along
the edge of UC Davis, including the Mondavi Center complex. Needless to say, we are very
concerned about the impact of a crude oil trains moving through our community every day. Davis
is our home and our livelihood.

As citizens of an up-rail city, we are exercising our right to comment on the DEIR for the Valero
Benicia Crude-by-Rail Project, and in the fall we will weigh in on the Phillips 66 Santa Maria Rail
Spur Project which will travel along the Capitol Corridor. According to the California Energy
Commission, we can expect CA to import as much as 25% of its crude oil by rail within the next
few years, translating into five or six trains per day passing through our town. Given the
cumulative impact of such increased crude-by-rail traffic, up-rail communities have much at risk
and deserve a voice in the process. Here are my concerns.

1. Can the Richards Blvd. overpass and the Yolo Causeway carry the weight of the
proposed heavier cars? In particular, the 78,000 old, unsafe (legacy) DOT 111A tank
cars are prone to rupture when they derail. Thus far the U.S. has made no ruling to phase
them out promptly as Canada has, and even the 14,000 cars that meet the 2011 standards
(called CPC 1232) may be prone to rupture. In Lynchburg, VA, a CPC 1232 car ruptured
when derailed while traveling at 23 mph. The trains will probably travel 50 mph through
Davis! Industry says they could phase out the legacy DOT 111A tank cars over 10 years.
That leaves many years with rupture-prone cars traveling though our city.

2. How can we protect our water supply, and wetlands with trains carrying Bakken
crude and/or Alberta tar sands products? Bakken crude “may be more combustible
than most crude” (the Casselton fire ball was 900 feet high) and the Alberta tar sands oil is
toxic with high sulfur and high heavy metals and sinks in water, making it impossible o
clean up a spill. In addition, the refining process produces the by-product “petcoke” which
is worse than coal to burn in terms of particulate pollution and greenhouse gas emissions.
We do not think that these cars or fuels should be travelling through our Sacramento River
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" valley, which ‘préyidés water for much of our regional population, across our wetlands which
are major habitat for birds travelling the Pacific flyways and many local animals, birds,
nakes, amph:bsans and fish, let alone right through our towns and cities
3. Who is liable should there be an accident or spill? Is there enough coverage? Will
. the taxpayers be @spens;bie? We know from past experience — the Exxon Valdez and
i the BP oil spills, that while the oil companies may pay a monetary penalty, it is the residents

e whose lives, health, and communities are shattered forever. industry experts indicated on

record with the Wall Street Journal that the insurance that railroads carry for catastrophic
events is inadequate. The Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroad went on record
saying "Insurance is not commercially available to cover us against catastrophic loss."
Following the accident, fire, and explosion in Lac-Megantic, US-based oil service
companies are presently in court fighting the Quebec Government and wrongful death suits
filed in behalf of the town’s residents, and estimates for clean up cost alone were $180
million and may take a decade to accomplish with liabilities estimated at $2 billion.
Fevise
As affected residents of Davis, we ask the City of Benicia and theﬂ%)EiR fo ask hard questions
regarding who in the event of an accident, derailment, or spillage’is the responsible party, and
whether that party carry enough insurance to cover an accident along the train route and ina
metropolitan area.

An example is Washington State, where law requires transporters of petroleum products to
demonstrate that they have the resources and insurance to take financial responsibility for their
mishaps. The Benicia refinery is the point where it must be determined if there is adequate
insurance cg n d !gy Valero, the railroads delivering the crude oil, and train car leasing companie
Vagaries in respo?gxbz lity must not happen. Accidents will happen and determining
responsibility and the ability to pay restitution prior to the incident is absclutely necessary.

My community and all communities along the rail route have lives and property at increased risk.
The DEIR needs to adequately answer the following questions for all parties involved.

= Who will pay for the Yolo causeway and Olive Drive overpass tracks o be upgraded to handie
the weigh of the crude oil moving across our wetland?

* Will all the train cars be sufficiently upgraded in the very near futures such that there is no
chance of them rupturing or exploding?

¢ Who will be liable for a derailment and spillage into the Yolo caaseway, a wildlife sanctuary and
water source for the State of California?

¢ Does the liable party carry adequate insurance to guarantee clean up and restitution for parties
damaged in the event of a spill, derailment or explosion?

* Can and will the City of Benicia require Valero to put up a $20 billion bond in advance.

Thank ypu for your consideration,

Eldridge and Judy Moores
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| like to state that my husband and | oppose thealeedi DI aet gtpasal to deliver crude

oil by train to Benicia.

There are many many REASONS FOR OPPOSING THIS PROJECT. My husband Jeff,
and myself, moved to Benicia in 1984. We moved from the Walinut Creek/Pleasant Hiil
area to Benicia for various reasons. Benicia was forward and progressive thinking: first
in solar home construction...we still live in the same solar house! At the same time,
Benicia experienced a great influx of celebrated artists who moved to the Arsenal in
Benicia. It became a great weekend attraction to visit Benicia artists, and stroll along the
waterfront and visit great restaurants. Then also Benicia can boast of excellent schools,
a fresh breeze, and great sailing!!!l We were the proud owners of a catamaran.

My husband and myself were hooked on Benicia and committed many years of service
to the community. My husband, an architect, served for more than17 years on the
Design Review Commission and | served on the Economic Development Board for
many many vears.

We are committed to keep Benicia safe and prosperous. We both have atiended all of
the Planning Commission meetings and listened to the self-serving statements of
Valero. We encourage you to deny Valero’s use permit to transport crude oil by train and
keep Benicia and Benicians safe from this hazardous use. This is a safety and health
issue not an economic issue.

Sincerely e

Maren Tusing
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Brad Kilger, City Manager

250 East L Street, Benicia, CA 94510
bkilger(@ci.benicia.ca.us

Fax: (707) 747-1637
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Amy Million, Principal Planner
Community Development Department
250 East L Street, Benicia, CA 94510
amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us

Fax: (707) 747-1637

Dear Mr. Kilger and 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. In addition, please forward my
comments to the Planning Commissioners.

As a resident of Davis, I live up-rail from the proposed Valero rail project. Although we
are not in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Valero project, we up-rail communities would
experience very significant direct risks and impacts from the project, and the DEIR does not
adequately account for these impacts. The two daily 50-car trains will come across the Yolo
Bypass, which includes our Yolo Basin Wildlife Preserve, through our downtown and several
residential areas, and exit town along the edge of UC Davis, passing directly by the Mondavi
Center complex, with its 1,800 seat theater that is occupied afternoons and evenings on many
days of every week. Iam very concerned about the impact of the proposed trains carrying crude
oil through my community every day.

According to the California Energy Commission, we can expect CA to import as much as
25% ofits crude oil by rail within the next few years, translating into five or six trains per day
passing through our town. Given the cumulative impact of such increased crude-by-rail traffic,
up-rail communities have much at risk and deserve a voice in the process. Below are my
concerns.

1. Hazards and hazardous materials

Under Impact 4.7-2 (accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials), the
draft EIR states that “the rate of hazardous materials releases from trains has declined since the
rate estimates were developed; the accident rate has been declining for decades, and this trend
will likely continue based on continued investment in infrastructure and new safety
technologies...” (p. 4.7-17). This statement fails to account for the fact that the transport of crude
oil by rail has increased almost 40 fold in only the last 5 years (according to the Association of
American Railroad's Annual Report of Hazardous Materials), a rate of increase that renders
meaningless any assessment based on hazard releases in past decades.




The EIR further states that, “In addition, PHMSA is currently considering more stringent
regulations for the transportation of crude by rail, including requirements for tank car design that
are even more stringent than those set forth in CPC-1232.” (p. 4.7-19). Any assessment of risk
to human populations and/or the natural environment must take into account current conditions,
and should not be based primarily on potential future regulations that are not yet in place to
protect our communities, and the actual implementation of which are, as of yet, uncertain.
Furthermore, the EIR does not state the numbers of people living within range of the rail tracks
in question. A credible risk assessment should take into account not only the likelihood of an
accident occurring anywhere along the transport route, but also the number of people who would
be affected. In the case of our community of Davis, approximately 26,000 residents and 7
schools are located within a half mile of the rail route, and a total of 45,000 residents and 9
schools are located within 1 mile. In January of this year, the National Transportation Safety
Board issued a recommendation that hazardous materials route planning must be expanded so
that railroads avoid populated and other sensitive areas
(https://www.ntsb.gov/news/2014/140123.html). This recommendation from a federal entity
suggests that current safety precautions are not yet adequate to allow trains carrying crude oil to
pass safely through population centers such as Davis, in contrast to the statement in the draft EIR
that “there is a variety of federal regulations designed to prevent the accidental release of crude
oil from trains, and minimize the consequences of any such release” (p. 4.7-17).

2. Environment Justice

California’s SB 115, signed into law in 1999, directs CalEPA to conduct its programs,
policies, and activities and promote the enforcement of all its existing health and environmental
statutes “...in a manner that ensures the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and income
levels, including minority populations and low-income populations in the state.” A study of
environmental justice for minority and low-income populations next to goods transportation
corridors conducted in 2012 by the Southern California Association of Governments found that,
for the population living within 500 feet of major truck and freight rail corridors, the proportion
who are minority and/or low-income was higher than the regional population’s averages, both for
2008 and taking into account projections of population growth to 2035'. These results implied
that truck- and freight rail-related environmental burdens could fall disproportionately on
minority and low-income populations.

Given the high numbers of minority and low-income people living in the greater Sacramento
area, we have reason to believe that similar conclusions could be drawn here. However, the draft
EIS does not provide any analysis of the populations living close to the rail line under question.
Given the risk of catastrophic releases of hazardous materials from the proposed transport of
crude oil, in addition to the continual daily exposure to toxic diesel-related emissions resulting
from the increase in total train traffic proposed in this project, an analysis of the equity of



distribution of these burdens on minority and low-income populations needs to be considered in
this EIS.

Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Sonja B. Brodt
2325 Shire Lane
Davis, CA 95616

P

"Seo, J.LH., Wen, F., Minjares, 1., Choi, S. 2012. Environmental justice analysis of minority and low-income
populations adjacent to goods movement corridors in southern California. Submitted to Environmental Justice in
Transportation Committee, TRB 2013 Annual Meeting, by the Southern California Association of Governments.
Accessed at http://assets.conferencespot.org/fileserver/file/41917/filename/2vceeo.pdf.
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Amy Million - Oil Trains and Public Safety - a public comment |

From: red <red@holopoet.com>

To: <bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us>, <amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us>, <beniciaherald@gmail.com>,
<opinion@timesheraldonline.com>, <tvollmer@timesheraldonline.com>,
<tburchyns@timesheraldonline.com>, <epatterson(@ci.benicia.ca.us>,
<tcampbell@ci.benicia.ca.us>, <ashwartzman(@ci.benicia.ca.us>,
<mhughs@ci.benicia.ca.us>, <cstrawbridge(@ci.benicia.ca.us>, Kevin Johnston
<mayor@cityofsacramento.org>, <srohan@roseville.ca.us>, <dwolk@cityofdavis.org>,
<coeditors@newsreview.com>, "Bizjak, Tony - Sacramento" <TBizjak@sacbee.com>,
frances kakugawa <fhk@jps.net>, Mary Swisher <mswisher@surewest.net>,
<FrankDixonGraham@AOL.com>

Date: 8/28/2014 5:17 PM

Subject: Oil Trains and Public Safety - a public comment

If you are a recipient of this public comment that makes public record of public comments
on the subject of proposed oil train shipments through California cities and towns, then I
request that this comment be included in any and all public records applicable:

Subject: Safety and the transport of Oil by rail

date: August 28, 2014

To: SACOG, Yolo County Supervisors, Benicia City Council and other

email recipients and their respective organizations and public officials.
Recipients who are associated with other public bodies (Planning Commissions,
City Councils, County Boards of Supervisors, et al, please forward copies of this
public comment to them as well)

We Are Asking The Wrong Question?

Why has no one in government or our media or even advocacy organizations asked:
Why are these proposed trains even being routed through densely populated and/or
environmentally sensitive areas?

Surely, if these industries can afford to build pipelines across entire states such as Alaska,

or contemplate building them from the Canadian border to the Gulf of Mexico, then they

are quite able to build rails that avoid being anywhere near populated or environmentally
important areas. For that matter, they can certainly build a refinery well to the east of our
cities and towns and process and distribute their products from that remote and safe location.

It becomes entirely unnecessary to even ask about "Public Safety" or "Emergency
Response" ,

if these substantial amounts of hazardous materials aren't transported through or near
population

centers. Assurances by the industry of "low risk probability" are meaningless. It only takes
one (inevitable)

file:///C:/U sers/miHion/AppDatafLocai/Temp/XPgfpwise/SEBFF 6424BENICIA-GWBENIC... 8/28/2014
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major accident to turn that "low risk" assurance into a catastrophic event with serious loss of
life and property

to California residents. That risk falls to zero if the trains are routed well away from such
areas, and even

less than zero if the terminus refinery is also similarly situated. Accidents will still happen,
but they will never rise

to the level of catastrophic events.

It is therefore incumbent on our public officials to insist these trains do not pass through
densely populated

areas. They can do this by insisting at local, state and federal levels that statutes forbid such
transport routes

and that the industries that need this type of shipment of hazardous materials provide for it
well outside the safety zones

of our cities and towns. It amazes me that no one has yet asked this question and made these
appropriate demands.

As a native born citizen and resident of California, I insist that our public officials do so.

Respectfully,

Red Slider

1917 Middleberry Rd
Sacramento, CA 95816
email rspriv@jps.net

cc: d feinstein, b. boxer

~ This email has been checked for viruses by avast! antivirus software.
ovnst!
e Erae
www.avast.com
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Amy Million, Principal Planner
Community Development Department
250 East L Street

Benicia, Ca. 94510

Dear Amy Million,

I would like the following comments put into the record for the DEIR on the Valero Crude by Rail
project.

In the Transportation and Traffic section which starts on pg. 4.11 the traffic study analysis that was done
for that section is fundamentally flawed. The DEIR states on pg. ES-3 para 3 That Valero would ask
Union Pacific Rail Road (UPRR) to schedule Valero’s trains so that none of them cross Park Rd. during
the commute hours of 6 am to 9am and 4pm to 6pm. It states on page 3-22 para 2 The passenger trains
are scheduled to the minute. UPRR dispatches the passenger trains so as to meet these precise schedules.
Freight trains do not typically run on schedules. On pg. 3-22 para 3 UPRR has demonstrated the ability
to regularly meet passenger train schedules—the capitol corridor trains dispatched by UPRR are on time
97% of the time. Oﬁ page ES-5 para 5 UPRR has taken the position that any limitation on the volume
of product shipped or the frequency, route or configuration of such shipments is clearly preempted under
federal law. Appendix L

With these previous statements, [ have taken this to mean that UPRR schedules passenger trains to meet
specific schedules and has 97% compliance on this scheduling, and runs freight trains around these times.
With this in mind, Valero’s requests’ have very little chance Of being honored and would set a new
precedent for UPRR of scheduling freight trains. I also took this to mean UPRR has the ultimate
authority based on Federal law to decide when, type of cars and how many train cars will be in each of the

4 trains a day that will come into and out of Benicia, not Valero.

Pg. 4.11-5 para 3 Thus, the (Traffic) analysis focuses on baseline conditions and baseline plus-project
conditions outside of those time (commute time) periods. The analysis uses conditions measured and

projected during the 2:45 pm to 3:00 pm hour. (As representative of conditions from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm




and 6:00 pm to 7:00 pm) and the 9:00pm to 10:00 pm hour (as representative of conditions from 7:00 pm
to 6:00am) the analysis is flawed and needs to be redone to include the commute hours of 6:00 am to 9:00
am and 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm.

Presently, the freight trains coming into the Park Ave. intersection sometimes back up cars along
Bayshore Rd. and up the Bayshore Rd. exit ramp onto 680 north. (I observed this in a video presented by
Ed Ruszel of cars backed up the Bayshore Rd, exit ramp onto 680 north during the August 14”2014
planning commission DEIR comment meeting.)

How can Valero guarantee that the 4 times a day trains with 50 or more train cars coming in and out of
the refinery will not block the Park Ave intersection, backing up cars on Bayshore Rd. and up the exit
ramp onto 680 north during the commute hours of 6:00 am to 9:00 am and/or 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm and/or
any other time?

The other serious discrepancy in the fundamentally flawed traffic analysis, involves the minutes stated
that the crude oil frain cars will take to cross the Park Ave intersection and block driveways on Bayshore

Rd. most notably the Iron Workers Union building and next to it Rustzels Woodworks,

. Noted on pg. 4.11-7 the Table 4.11-1 titled Existing at grade rail operations. The longest train in the
study of the Park Ave. at grade crossing had 35 cars and the longest train at the Iron workers driveway at
grade crossing had 43 cars. Both maximum car lengths fall short of the 50 or more crude oil train cars that
would be coming in/out of the industrial park 4 times a day. The maximum time for the Park Ave at
grade crossing was 16.17 minutes, assuming it was a 35 car train each car weul& take 0.46 minutes to get
through the intersection. (This is very conservative because if I used a lower amount of cars it would
dramatically increase the time it took cars to get through the grade, so I am actually underestimating the
potential congestion.) Using this calculation a 50 car crude oil train would take at least 23 minutes to get
through the intersection. The maximum time for the blockage of the Iron Worker Union’s driveway at
grade crossing was 24:50 minutes. (I again assumed a very conservative amount of train cars of 43, the
maximum amount studied) each car would take 0.56 minutes to cross the blocked driveway for a total of

28 minutes.



The DEIR states on pg4.11-11 para [ Project trains would be traveling at speeds faster than the 5 mph at
Park RD. (and generally would fall within the range of durations of crossings by other trains under
existing conditions. The previous statement does not make sense. First, none of the trains in the Table
4.11.1 existing at grade rail operations studied were 50 train car lengths and second, my understanding of
what the Federal Department of Transportation (DOT) has requested, is that domestic crude oil trains
notably Bakken crude oil trains, should travel slower than existing at grade freight trains through
populated (urban) areas. (Sited in the many emergency/response orders by DOT over the past year and
recently on May 8% 2014.) I think the industrial park, with the many businesses and offices close to the
railroad tracts would be considered populated areas. So how can the DEIR state that a 50or more car
crude oil train would travel faster than the shorter existing freight trains are presently doing? Again I site
Appendix L. UPRR has taken the position that any limitation on the volume of product shipped or the
frequency, route or configuration of such shipments is clearly preempted under federal law.

With this information in mind a 50 plus crude oil train blocking the Park Ave. intersection during the
early commute hours could easily back up traffic onto 680 north with the potential of blocking the 780
east to 680 north merge. 1 traveled this merge from 780 east towards 680 north, first the two lane road
merges into one lane as you curve around (so you are looking at rear view traffic to merge into one lane)
then it quickly merges into the busy 680 north highway traffic coming over the Benicia Bridge. The
amount of time traveling at 55 mph to merge is about 10 seconds or 0.3 miles before hitting the Bayshore
Rd off ramp. If there is even a 0.1 mile back-up from the Bayshore Rd off ramp onto 680 north this would
be very dangerous, and reduce your merge time to 6 seconds and make you swerve dramatically onto 680
north. In the worst case scenario it could close off the merge. This is a big concern for me as my husband
travels that daily at commute hours to Vacaville. How can Valero guarantee that this back-up and possible
closure of the 780 east to 680 north merge will not happen with the 4 times a day 50 plus crude oil train
cars proposed coming in/out of the refinery?

The other area of concern with the flawed traffic study analysis has to do with the blockage of business’

driveways on Bayshore Rd, most notably the Iron Worker Union building and Ruszel Woodworks. As [




calculated earlier, a 50 plus crude oil car train carrying Valero’s oil into or an empty 50 car train coming
out of the refinery could take conservatively 28 minutes to pass over the Iron Workers Union driveway
and Ruszels Woodworks driveway; this process as stated in the DEIR would happen 4 times a day.
Neither business has another way to exit their business other than over the railroad crossing, so the
employees and/or apprentices in these businesses are essentially trapped until the train moves. Asa
registered nurse | am well aware of the type of industrial accidents that could possibly occur in both
businesses. In the case of the woodworks business, industrial saws and cutting tools are used, so severed
fingers, deep cuts, gashes and other amputations can occur: and if an apprentice/training program is
occurring in the Iron Worker Union buildings other industrial accidents can occur suddenly involving
heavy equipment and fire. In the case of a myocardial infarction or a cardi§ vascular accident if is
imperative to get thrombolytic therapy immediately. In all these cases, the health conditions can be life
threatening, 28 minutes or more is a longtime to not have access to emergency care. Also if a fire breaks
out in any of these businesses how will the fire trucks get into these sites quickly, if a 28 minute or longer
train is blocking the entry way? How will emergency responders get quickly to the injured employees
blocked by a 28 minute or longer crude oil train sealing off their exit/entryway?

Another section of the DEIR that is fundamentally flawed is Appendix F Railroad Crude Oil Release Rate
Analysis for the Route between Roseville, Ca. and Benicia. On pg. 3 para 2 of this Appendix titled Train
derailment rate Z. It says that the analysis for risk factors for a derailment was based on a study from
2005- 2009. This was prior to the crude oil by rail boom of 2012 to the present. All the recent multiple
crude oil train deraiiménts, explosions, fires and spills have occurred during the recent crude oil by rail
boom years. It has been so devastating that the DOT has issued many emergency/release actions during
this period to address the unsafeness of this type of transport. Benicia has had two derailments in the past
year in the industrial park. On November 4, 2013 three railcars derailed as they were leaving Valero’s
refinery along Bayshore Rd. The 11-car train was traveling slowly east as it left the Valero facility a

little before noon Monday. It was crossing Park Road near Bayshore Road in the Benicia Industrial

Park when the second, third and fourth covered hopper cars derailed, said Union Pacific spokesman



Aaron Hunt. All three landed upright and none of the petcoke (petroleum Coke) spilled. The other
derailment occurred on May 17 2014 two UPRR train cars came off the rails, “both hopper cars were
loaded with coke and derailed upright with all the wheels off the rail” Mark Davis of UPRR said”
this happened near the Valero refinery.” In both cases petcoke was contained in the cars, but if it had
been Bakken crude oil and a spark ignited the cars it could have been a very different scenario.

To omit the last two and a half years in the DEIR risk assessment doesn’t adequately address the risk
factors to Benicians and other uprail communities and does a disservice to our community. How can
the DEIR omit the years of 2012 to the present (the most important years) of the crude oil by rail
boom? How can the DEIR omit the risk factors of derailments, explosions, fires and/or spills
occurring nationwide with these new types of volatile crude oils (Bakken) that will be transported via
rail into Benicia and adequately assess the full scope of the environmental and safety impacts of this
project on Benicians, Solano county and other up rail communities? Who will pay for loss of life and
clean up if a derailment, explosion, fire and/or spill occur? Will the city of Benicia and/or we
taxpayers be liable for a derailment, explosion, fire and/or spill that occur outside of Valero’s
property? If UPPR is liable do they have enough insurance to cover a clean-up of a derailment,
explosion, fire and/or spill, especially if it is heavy sour Canadian crude that spills in a river or lake
effecting a water supply and that lake has to be dredged ?

The last area of the DEIR that I would like to comment on is Appendix C.1 Areas of Contoversy
Potential Air Quality Impacts from Increased use of Heavy Canadian Crudes. On pg. C.1-2 para 3
“finally, even if one assumed that Valero will purchase 70,000 barrels per day of heavy sour
Canadian crude, and the crude blend processed became substantially heavier and more sulfurous, the
resulting increase in emissions would be within the baseline for operational air quality impacts.”
First, why was this statement added? Is Valero planning to bring in 70,000 barrels of heavy sour
Canadian crude in the future? If not, | am asking that this statement be deleted because it is confusing

and leaves open the possibility of this happening in the future?



My concerns are such, if 70,000 barrels a day of heavy sour Canadian crude started being processed
wouldn’t the processed bitumen result in an exponential increase in the petcoke being produced?

In a Jan. 17, 2013 oil change international article titled “Petroleum coke: the coal hiding in the tar
sands” by Lorne Stockman, states “that 15 to 30 percent of a barrel of tar sands bitumen can end up
as petcoke depending on the upgrading and refining process used. “ It also goes onto to say “petcoke
is like coal, but it has even higher carbon emissions then the already carbon intensive coal.”
Wouldn’t this increase the toxicity of Benicia’s air quality? Wouldn’t the powdery nature of petcoke
and the very windy conditions in Benicia add additional health risks to the people downwind of the
refinery and add to Benicia’s carbén footprint?

In the National Resources Defense council brief dated February 2014 it states, “When diluted tar
sands crude oils arrive at U.S. refineries, they bear little similarity to conventional crude oils. Not
only does the bitumen portion of the diluted mixture contain 102 times more copper, 11 times more
nickel, and 5 times more lead than conventional crude oils, but the added diluting agent contains high
concentrations of hazardous pollutants such as benzene. All of these chemicals may be released as air
pollutants during the refining process. Vapor or “fugitive” emissions may escape through leaks in
piping and equipment throughout the refining process, and the presence of highly volatile diluting
agents makes it likely that more carcinogenic pollutants will be released into the air. In addition, tar
sands crudes require greater use of heaters, boilers, hydro-treating, and cracking, which are likely to
Increase emissions of toxic and smog- and soot-forming air pollutants. These pollutants have been
tied to increased cancer risks, increased respiratory issues including asthma, cardiovascular illness,
developmental delays, and other negative health effects.”

Thank You, Pat Toth-Smith, resident, small business owner, and home owner in Benicia.

patiothsmith(@acl.com 707 748-0875

315 west K st.

Benicia, Ca. 94510
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Amy Million - Napa Fault Maps and Valero DEIR

From: Ken and Viann Wallace <kvwallace@hotmail.com>

To: "amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us" <amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us>, "bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us"
<bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us>

Date: 9/1/2014 8:18 AM

Subject: Napa Fault Maps and Valero DEIR

cC: jean jackman <jeanjackman@gmail.com>, Lynne Nittler <Inittler@sbcglobal.net>

Attachments: napafaultmap.JPG; napafault-reachmap.JPG

Dear Ms. Million,

Please include these maps of the Napa Fault in relation to Benicia and the Valero Refinery. Valero is
next to the problematic Napa earthquake fault. Please take this into consideration when you are
deciding on the expansion of Valero.

| greatly hope you do Not allow an addition or expansion of Valero, in order for them to refine
explosive crude from Bakken. This would potentially be dangerous to the residents and the town of
Benicia. And other residents and cities along the rail system.
Sincerely,

Virginia Wallace

Davis

file:///C:/Users/million/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/54042BC2BENICIA-GWBENICL... 9/2/2014
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Figure 3
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Map showing Quaternary-active faulting and reaches along the West Napa
fault zone
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Amy Million - DEIR Comments - Valero Crude by Rail Projectp

From: Ken Wallace <kennwallace@hotmail.com>

To: BKilger@ci.benicia.ca.us; AMillion@ci.benicia.ca.us
Date: 9/2/2014 4:14 PM

Subject: DEIR Comments - Valero Crude by Rail Projectp

Attachments: CATrainHazardMap.JPG

Dear Ms. Million and Mr. Kilger,

Please add my comments {including the attachment) to the public legal record on
Valero’s Crude By Rail Project and incorporate them as part of the review of its DEIR.
In addition, please forward my comments to the Planning Commissioners.

As a resident of Davis, | live up-rail from the proposed Valero rail project,
and the trains will pass right through my home community. Needless to say,
I am very concerned about the impact of crude oil trains passing through this
area every day. Here are some of my concerns:

Certainly just about everyone in northern California has heard about the recent
American Canyon/Napa earthquake of August 24, 2014 - a strong 6.0 quake probably
along the West Napa Fault that lasted upwards of 20 seconds with about 300,000
people experiencing strong to severe shaking. As expected, we have had quite a few
(USGS estimate: about 80) aftershocks as well - the latest one just yesterday.

OK - that was mostly all in Napa. However, | was looking at a the "Rail Risk” map

put together by the California Office of Emergency Services {OES), and that shows the
Green Valley Fault in Solano county. That appears to bisect the rail line that would be
used by the Valero oil trains - and only about 5 miles from the refinery.

You can see all of this in the attachment to this email or by reviewing the website:
hitn://www . caloes.ca.gov/HazardousMaterials/Pages/Ci-By-Rail.aspx

(That's where | got the attachment - from the interactive map.)

I also reviewed a recent (8/25/14) article in the San Jose Mercury News by

Lisa M. Krieger {lkrieger@mercurynews.com), "Napa earthquake stressed other faults".

(Article link: www.mercurynews.com/News/ci 26403020/Napa-earthquake-stressed-other-faulis)
The article says that scientist David Schwartz of the USGS stated that the Napa quake has put
additional stress on the Green Valley Fault (as well as the Rodgers Creek Fault).

As you can see in the Mercury News article, there is another fault map of the SF Bay area
provided by the USGS. There, the aforementioned fault is called the Concord-Green Valley Fault,
and actually appears to be much longer than the fault depicted on the California OES map.

This fault also appears to be quite a bit longer than the West Napa Fault.

And a longer fault means potentially larger quakes (see USGS website).

Especially in light of the recent earthquake activity and the proximity of faults to Valero and

file:///C:/Users/million/AppData/Local/ Temp/XPgrpwise/S40SECDDBENICIA-GWBENIC... 9/2/2014
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the rail line, | do not believe that the draft EIR adequately addresses the seismic risks posed
to the rail lines, trains, Valero's oil terminal and refinery, and the potential resulting threats
to the public welfare in our area. These issues must be dealt with in firm, meaningful way or
the whole project should be abandoned.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Ken Wallace

Pavis, CA 95618
kennwallace@hotmail.com

file:///C:/Users/million/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/540SECDDBENICIA-GWBENIC... 9/2/2014
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Amy Million - Earthquakes pose a possibie threat to flammable oil trains traveling by rail to Benicia

From: Ken and Viann Wallace <kvwallace@hotmail.com>

To: "amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us" <amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us>, "bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us"
<bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us>

Date: 8/31/2014 5:09 PM

Subject: Earthquakes pose a possible threat to flammable oil trains traveling by rail to Benicia

cc: jean jackman <jeanjackman@gmail.com>, Lynne Nittler <Inittler@sbcglobal.net>

Wito:/fwww fonews.com/fus/2014/08/28/5things-to-know-about-earthguake-faulis-in-california/

Gbp e £ wnr o Eryed Fon s s it ot P cembrm ety erke s R P sefe 118smT
hito://www.sfgate.com/bavarea/article/Bay-Area-guake-struck-on-long-dormant-fault-UsGs-

o
5708819 php

Dear Ms. Million,

At the very least, | think Valero/Benicia need to talk about a possible earthquake in their EIR on their
area, due to the new earthquake threat information. There is an earthquake fault on either side of
Benicia, which could cause devastating consequences.

Also, at the very least the risk needs to be completely ASSESSED by geographers/earthquake scientists.
And written up in the EIR so all citizens of Benicia have the latest and correct information. And so
citizens along the rail line know as well.

Please insure that the above 2 articles in newspapers are apart of the Valero/Benicia file. They both
have pertinent information, which needs to be read by everyone.

If it takes a while to sort out the earthquake threat, so be it. This is a Huge threat not to be taken
lightly.

Sincerely,
Virginia Wallace
Davis

ECEIVE
SEP 02 20t |~
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Amy Million - Valero Crude by rail DEIR comment

From:  Ken and Viann Wallace <kvwallace@hotmail.com>

To: "amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us" <amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us>, "bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us"
<bkilger@ci.benicia.ca.us>

Date: 9/1/2014 12:23 PM

Subject: Valero Crude by rail DEIR comment

cC: jean jackman <jeanjackman@gmail.com>, Lynne Nittler <Inittler@sbcglobal.net>

Please add this document to the public legal record on Valero’s Crude By Rail
Project and incorporate it as part of the review of its DEIR.
In addition, please forward this document to the Planning Commissioners.

hitp://earthquake.usgs.gov/research/external/reports/05HOAGO002. pdf

Please add this 2008 usgs.gov document on the Napa earthquake fault to the public legal record on
Valero's Crude by Rail Project and incorporate it as part of the review of its DEIR. In addition, please
forward the entire document, with maps, etc. to the Planning Commissioners.

Sincerely,
Virginia Wallace
Davis, Ca.

file:///C:/Users/million/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/54046537BENICIA-GWBENICI...  9/2/2014



558 Capitol Drive
Benicia, CA 94510

August 30, 2014

City of Benicia

Community Development Department
Attn: Amy Million

250 East L Street

Benicia, CA 94510

Re: Valero Crude By Rail
Dear Ms. Million,

After reading the Draft Environmental Report, I urge the Planning Commission to postpone the
Valero Crude by Rail Project until the safety of the tank cars can be confirmed and the Bakken
crude oil studied for correct volatility classification. According to an article in the Contra Costa
Times on July 24, 2014, the Federal Department of Transportation is currently working on new
rail safety regulations which take into account the increase in crude by rail and the more volatile
types of crude oil being transported. Transportation Secretary, Anthony Fox, expects final
regulations to be completed before the end of the year. He goes on to say, “We are at the dawn
of a promising time for energy production in this country. This is a positive development for our
economy and for energy independence, but the responsibilities attached to this production are
very serious.” The Transportation Department has already released a report concluding that oil
from the Bakken region is more volatile than typical light, sweet crudes (Contra Costa Times:
7/24/2014). The DEIR itself states, “In response to recent rail accidents involving crude oil and
ethanol, federal regulatory agencies and AAR have taken a variety of actions designed to reduce
the risk of accidental releases from DOT-111 tank cars. The effort to reduce risk is ongoing, and
further regulatory changes are expected in the relatively near future.” (4.7-5).

Valero says it is “committed” to following the current voluntary standards and “when the PHSA
regulations call for use of a DOT-111 car, Valero would use the 1232 Tank cars” (ES-3).

e Can the City of Benicia enforce this commitment?

e How would the City anow if the éorrect cars are used for the varying oil classifications if

we cannot be told what type of oil is being transported?



e Will the 1232 cars be used for the Bakken crude since its classification is being
determined?

e Will Valero commit to the “further regulatory changes” when they are enacted?

Under Alternate 1 the DEIR states, “ UPRR has taken the position that any limitation on the
volume of product shipped or the frequency, route, or configuration of such shipments is clearly
preempted under federal law” (ES-5). }
e Once the construction phase is complete, how will the City of Benicia, or Valero itself,
monitor the ongoing Crude by Rail Project?

e Can any of the voluntary commitments Valero is making in the DEIR be enforced?

The DEIR is well aware that new regulations are ongoing and again brings up these new
recommendations. “On November 14, 2013, AAR recommended that PHMSA adopt tank car
standards that are even more stringent than those adopted by AAR in CPC-1232. AAR
recommended that PHMSA adopt standards for new cars, and require retrofit of existing cars to
include:

- an outer steel jacket around the tank car and thermal protection,

- full-height head shields, and

- high-flow capacity pressure relief valves” (4.7-8).

e Do the tank cars Valero commits to using follow these new AAR recommendations?

The DEIR states that the risk analysis was based on “1232 Tank Cars for all shipments, based on
Valero’s commitment to do so” (4.7-17).
e Does the risk analysis use the newer AAR recommendations for the 1232 tank cars, either
newly purchased updated cars or retrofitted existing cars?

e [s the risk analysis based on the actual tank cars, all of them, which Valero will be using?

The DEIR figures: “The estimated risk of an accident resulting in a release of more than 100
gallons is approximately 0.009 per year, which corresponds to an estimated frequency of
occurrence of once per 111 years” (4.7-18). Yet the DEIR lists 4 significant derailments in the
past year. Since 2008 there have been 10 significant derailments in the U.S. and Canada (Contra




Costa Times: 7/24/2014). The risk analysis concludes that because of these accidents “even
more stringent regulations” are being considered. Yet the DEIR sees the risk as “less than
significant” because the probability of an accidental crude release is “just 0.009 per year” or
“once in 111 years.” I understand that this probability analysis is route specific and uses a
specific mathematical formula, but does this formula justify the project’s “less than significant”
conclusions? Mathematically it does, but one never knows when that one accident in 111 years

will occur and it would be significant.

This mathematical analysis and the conclusion of Impact 4.7-2 stating that federal law preempts
all other governmental authority allows for “Mitigation: None required.” “Finally, it bears
noting that federal law preempts the ability of state and local governments to regulate rail
activity and/or impose any requirements that burden the unrestricted movement of trains in
interstate commerce. While the City can identify and disclose the risks posed by rail transport of
crude oil, it must rely on the federal authorities to ensure that any such risks are mitigated as
appropriate” (4.7-20).

e  What power will the City of Benicia have to insure the health and safety of its citizens
and their property?

e Will ongoing monitoring and inspections of the Project be allowed / required?

e What can be done if violations are noticed?

e Does the City feel confident in this Project to turn all control over to Valero and the

federal preemptive laws?

Section 4.10.2.2 states, “The incremental increase in train noise caused by four additional trains
is an indirect impact of the Project.” The Construction Project would be useless without the
incoming trains, so how can the train noise be an “indirect impact?” The DEIR says it
considered up rail noise “in general terms.” Even as such, all increases in the levels of noise
were deemed “less than significant.” These trains would go right through downtown Davis with
businesses and houses on each side of the track. They would go through highly populated areas
in other communities as well.

e Does the DEIR adequately address the up rail noise impact?




&

The same up rail concern applies to traffic as well.
e Have train times been coordinated with up rail cities so as not to impact commute times
in those cities?
s Did the DEIR ask for input from up rail cities?
Then there is that preemptive power. “If the project were approved, Valero would ask Union
Pacific to schedule Valero’s unit trains so that none of them cross Park Road during the weekday
commute hours™ (4.11-5).

e What guarantee is there that a particular time schedule would / could be followed?

I have heard many people voice concerns about the air quality conclusions and I support their
concerns. The DEIR writes extensively about the impact in Benicia, but offers limited findings
for communities up rail. The DEIR briefly mentions that the trains will pass within a quarter
mile of 27 schools (4.7-23) and like other air quality impacts up rail, concludes “less than
significant” impact.

e Was there an adequate study done to justify the conclusions of “less than significant”

impact to air quality in up rail communities?

As I mentioned earlier, Transportation Secretary, Anthony Fox, emphasizes that “the
responsibilities attached to this production are very serious.” Once the Project is in the hands of
the railroad with its preemptive powers, does the City of Benicia feel secure enough with this
Project that it can protect the health and safety of its citizens and their property? I thank the
Benicia Planning Commission for seriously studying this Project and carefully considering the

input of the public.

hs

Sandra Fuchs

Enclosure:

*Contra Costa Times article of 7/24/2014 as mentioned in my letter.
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Amy Million - oil trains

From:  paul brady <pbradyus@yahoo.com>

To: "amillion@ci.benicia.ca.us" <amillion(@ci.benicia.ca.us>, paulus <pbradyus@yahoo.com>,
"Inittler@sbcglobal.net” <lnittler@sbcglobal net>

Date: 9/3/2014 4:43 PM

Subject: oil trains

Dear Amy,

I believe it is important to keep these oil trains running as efficiently
as possible so that our road transportation system and our economy
can continue to do well. It is difficult enough to do business in
California with the many layers of environmental and other regulations
that are encountered and have to be passed. Please do not make it
anymore difficult for this important aspect of our economy to function
and even thrive!

In an earlier career I was a geophysicist in the international oil
business. Drilling and producing oil can indeed be a dangerous
business which is at times subject to accidents. However, I believe the
handling of oil and its transportation can be done very safely. The
earlier accidents have led to greater safety procedures and more
secure transportation in safer tank cars.

Thank you,

Paul Brady

Dr. F. Paul Brady, Professor of Physics, UC Davis (retired)
Principal, BPF Investments/Charitable Investments

Office Ph: {530} 753-5929; Cell {530) 220-3593

43182 West Oakside Pl, Davis, CA 95618
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