
NOSSAMAN LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

1666 K Street, NW
Suite 500
Washington, DC 20006
T 202.887.1400
F 202.466.3215

BY HAND DELIVERY

May 31, 2016

Ms. Cynthia T. Brown
Chief, Section of Administration
Office of Proceedings
Surface Transportation Board
395 E Street SW
Washington, DC 20423

Justin J. Marks
D 202.887.1412
jmarks@nossaman.com

Re: STB Finance Docket No. 36036, Petition for Declaratory Order, Valero Refining
Company - California.

Dear Ms. Brown:

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced docket are the original and ten copies of the
Petition for Declaratory Order of the Valero Refining Company - California. Also enclosed are
three compact disks containing electronic copies of this Petition for Declaratory Order and a
check in the amount of $1,400 to cover the filing fee.

Please note that we are requesting expedited consideration of this Petition for
Declaratory Order for the reasons stated herein. We have emailed a copy of this Petition for
Declaratory Order to Heather McLaughlin, City Attorney for the City of Benicia and Amy Million,
Principal Planner, Community Development at the City of Benicia with the request that the City
post the Petition for Declaratory Order on the City of Benicia website.

Please time and date stamp the extra copy of the Petition and return it with our
messenger. If you have any questions, please contact me.

J?":/~ ~~
Justin J. Marl
Attorney for Valero Refining Company ­
California

cc: Heather McLaughlin (w/encls.)
Amy Million (w/encls.)

nossaman .com
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