Amy Million

o i oS
From: Kevin Patterson <Kdpatt21@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 12:46 PM
To: Amy Million 7
Subject: Protect Our Cormnmunities and Deny Valero's Rail Proﬁ‘"'

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts’
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter [PM 2.5). Oif trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speead limits are set to 50 mph in most areqs. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, iong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The irain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about 40 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannat be approved.

The revised BIR also identfifies "significant and unavoidoble” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, wa must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For ail these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this ER and
refect Volero's proposed oit train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Kevin Patterson
1550 Sunny Ct

Walnut Creek, CA 94595
us
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From: Carman Broderick <carmanbroderick@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 12:46 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proj

il Gy CF B
Dear Ms. Million, COMMURNITY DE

I arn writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed ofl train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EiR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

the EIR dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.6 miflior: galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable™ climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At o time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census dafa has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certfification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Carman Broderick
1131 East 19ih Street

CA, CA$5901
us
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From: Joanne DeVine <jldevine@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1245 PM
To: Amy Million e

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Vaiero's Rail Project
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- ‘ CITY O BENICH
Dear Ms. Million, COMMUNITY DEVELD

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmentatl impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oif frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air polivtion to
towns dlong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alf of the fank car designs.” This inciudes the not-yel-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude (about 40 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resuited in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannct be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastruciure,

And finally, an analysis of census dota has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily iow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR ond
reject Valero's proposed oif train terminal in Benicio.

Sincerely,
Joanne DeVine
lost lake ct

Folsom, CA 25630
us
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From: Erin Foret <erinforet@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 12:45 PM
To: Amy Million N ' T O E 'V E gﬁg‘%‘%}
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Raif Project it %é §
e
oot 1
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Dedr Ms. Million, COMUNITY DEVELD!

b arm writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ot frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oif frains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of ihis size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine “would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
couid result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gations, The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spited more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidentds in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significont and unavoidable” ciimate impacts that conilict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-desighated environmentakjustice communifies -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o o legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sinceraly,
Erin Foret
6403 Vdiley Oak Plaza

Martinez, CA 24553
us

24




Amy Million

e i R
From: Nina Sandhu <nsandhu%l@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 12:45 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concermn about Vailero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According 1o
the envirenmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unaccepitable increases in toxic air poilution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identfifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious weflands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 miliion gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resutted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that contlict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
praiect live in EPA-designated environmenfaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this £IR and
reject Valero's proposed oit frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Nina Sandhu
481 W Audubon Dr, Apt. 231

Frasno, CA 93711
ys
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From: p gail chesler <gailchesler@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 12:43 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projectii & = { &= | V &= gei%
R Hoe
OCT 14 208

il ST E BENICTA
Dear Ms. Million, COMMUNTY DEVELPMENT

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmential impact report (EIR], this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulaiive risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for aff of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

the EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incineraied Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.6 million gaitons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also idenifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o o legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valers's proposed oll frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
p gail chester
2914 Fyne Dr

California, CA 94598
us
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From: dylan orbach <dylanorbach@msn.com>
Sent: _ Monday, October 12, 2015 12:58 PM
To: Amy Million i}
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project gﬂ ECEIVE gm%
E oor ta o |~
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COMBMUNTY

Dear Ms. Milion,

HECEA
Vi OFPRENT

I'am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facifity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis"
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic qir poliution to
towns aiong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Cil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollufion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maintine “would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gdilens. The train thot incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about &0 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Dakota have aiso resuited in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EiR also identifies "significant and unavoidable™ climafe impacts that conflict with Californic's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who wili be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmentat injustice,

For ali these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
dvlan orbach
2688 burgard lane

auburmn, CA 25603
LS
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From: Courtney Judd <cjuddleo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:00 PM e
To: Amy Million EOREIVE ™
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rait Project ] g g
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COMMURNITY DEVELT CEMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spili of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.6 miflion gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario analysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poflution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heaf waves, we must
invest in safe. clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add {o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, ithe planning commission and city councl to deny ceriification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Courtney Judd
4411 Crestwood way

CA, CA95822
Us
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From: SHEENA HERNANDES <oldiesbutgoodies2007 @yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:00 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projed

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oit frain offtoading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts™
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expecied fo create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ERR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, explosions and fires along the Union Pacitic mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways,

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scencrio is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaiions. The train that incinerafed Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis exisfing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poilution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-desighated environmenialjustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this FIR and
reject Vdlero's proposed oil frain terming in Benicia.

Sincerely,
SHEENA HERNANDES
2422 GALAXY

CA, CA 26002
Us
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From: Aundrea DeBourguignon <30ajones@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1.:01 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I 'am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off frain offloading focility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unaveidable impacts”
that coutd harm my community,

For one, tringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
choxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Off frains of this size typically have three
diese! engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buift DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant toss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just sight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with Cailifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an anailysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Aundrea DeBourguignon
4435 Antelope Rd apt 131

Antelope, CA %5943
us
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From: Michelle Murray <kindred_spirit11 @hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:03 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project ...

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facilit
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unamtdabie impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine pariiculate matter (PM 2.5). Off irdins of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wouid be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also idenfifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conftict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And findlly, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For al these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain termingd in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Michelle Murray
829 Sheridan Ave

Chico, CA 95926
LS
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From: Susan Snyder <Sellensnyder@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:04 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Miflion,

[ 'am writing with serious concermn about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would creaie several “significant and unavoidable impacts®
that couid harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poflution o
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific madinline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, iong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.4 million gafions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakola have also resutted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we mus}
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finatly, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, F urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Susan Snyder
335 Summit Place

Richmond, CA 94801
us
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From: Jeffrey Hemenez <jh2897@att.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:04 PM

To: Amy Million T AETU D P

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec{éﬁgf ECEIVE fﬁ
= %ﬂ . . - :P. ‘ ;
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Dear Ms, Million, | COomMMUNTY EENT

[ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create severat “significant and unavoidable impacits”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is @ spift of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have diso resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anatysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-desighated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jeffrey Hemenez
2600 Camino Ramon

San Ramon, CA 94583
Us
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From: Michelle Davis <rjidandmvd@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:.05 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projecg“::? FCEIVE “?%
£ 'y
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Dear Ms. Million, CiTY OF B
COMMUNITY OF

 am wriling with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offtoading facitity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wauld be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
rasistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The BEIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,600
gatlons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in july 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dalso resulied in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spifis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identfifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast mdiority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of caolor.,
Approving this project will only add io alegacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and cﬁy council 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminai in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Micheile Davis
155 Lighthouse Way

Vacaville, CA 95488
us
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From: sonia wilson <equacosmos@yahoo.com>
Sent; Monday, October 12, 2015 1:05 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project ... -
NECEIVER
”\wﬁg
OCT ¥4 206
Dear Ms. Million,
Y OF BENIGH
COMIUNITY DEVELDPMENT

f am writing with serious concermn about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility- irBericra; Accordmg {a]
the environmenidl impact report (EIR). this project would create severat “significant and unavoidabie impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail rovte and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires glong the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for ail of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resull in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The frain that incinerated tac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Calformia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EP A-designated environmentaljusiice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmentadl injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and cily council to deny certification for this £IR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
sonia wilson
7321 Willowwicick Way

Sacramento, CA 95822
us
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From: DARIN HIEB <dahiebl@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1.0% PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR). this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected 1o create unacceptabie increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Qil trains of this size typicaily have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 40 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resutted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andalysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For ail these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
DARIN HIEB
1550 [RON POINT RD #524

FOLSOM, CA 95630
Us
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From: Lee Miller <leemiller38@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:06 PM \ ?

To: Amy Million mEOEIVE g%%

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project |17 _ y
OCT 14 208 ™
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COMMUMNTY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oif frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivatent poliution of 1,500 cars each. or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areaqs. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life. long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gafions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resufted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pallution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At ¢ time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmentai injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Lee Miller
2066 N lack Tone Rd

Cdailifornia, CA 95215
us
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From: Rika Ishii-Price <rishiiprice@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, Cctober 12, 2015 1:06 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Comnmunities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
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Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Vaiero's proposed ofl frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts"
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol frains info Benicia is expected to creaie unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution fo
fowns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR idendifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matfer {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain,

According to the EiR, the cumulaiive risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yei-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 80 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Dakoia have dlso resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable" climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And fincily, an anadlysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmental-justice cormmunities - primarily low-income and of cotor.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Rika Ishii-Price
109 Smith Road

CA, CA 94507
us
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From: Stephen Mudd <muddstm@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1.06 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Miilion,

t am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create severat "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air polivtion to
towns atong the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sultur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Qil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires glong the Union Pacific maintine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-builf DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuli in significant loss of life, leng-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gations. The train thot incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unaveidable” climate impacts that contlict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census dala has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EFA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Stephen Mudd
Private Address

CA, CA 95670
us
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From: angela schwartz <vamp2964@hotmail.coms>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:07 PM

To: Amy Million :
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projed '

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air polivtion to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Off trains of this size typicaly have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wouid be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR dlso wrongly assumes ihe "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilted more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resutied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe. clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons, {urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
angela schwartz
2314 N Street, B

Sacramenio, CA 95816
Us
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From: Bifly jones <elcrjones@aol.com:
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:07 PM
To: Amy Million »
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project | 1™

Dear Ms. Million,

am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil irains info Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matfer (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resulf in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assurnes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight ianker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spifled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude [about 80 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Dakota have also resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finaily, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designaied environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Billy iones
703 Everett Street

El Ceritos, CA 94530
us
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From: Cheri Mezzapelle <cherimezzapelle@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:09 PM =l
To: Amy Million - §; i
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project T

Dear Ms, Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmentalimpact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, expiosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, iong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabamc and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conftict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- pamarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Cheri Mezzapelle
1508 arbutus dr

Walnut creek, CA 94595
Us
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From: patricia vinar <patriciavinar@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:46 PM -
To: Amy Million ’ H
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projecty g j
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Dear Ms. Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciiity in Benicia. According fo
the environmentat impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could horm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poitution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
couid resuft in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and wterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resutted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Catifornia’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finalty, an andlysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-desighated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this IR and
reject Yalero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia,

Sincersly,

patricia vinar

1503 Verbena Way
Roseville, CA 95747
Us
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From: Jim Hughes <jimhugs@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:45 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading faciiity in Benicia. According fo
the environmenial impact report {ER), this project would create severdl "significant and unavoidable impacts®
that could harm my comrmunity.

For one, bringing oit trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ail of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buitt DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent speed imits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The: EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of lust sight fanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anailysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o fime of extreme drought and intense heal waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain ferminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Jim Hughes

246 Brewery Lane
Aubum, CA 95603
us




Amy Million
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Fromu Sandra Gather <2sons18@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:43 PM
To: Amy Miilion - o EIVE T
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project |- ¢ %
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with sericus concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significani and unavoidable impocts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic dir pollution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
clioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Qi trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buill DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and centamination of our precious wellands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 millicn galions of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing taw {o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, cleon energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminat in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Sandra Gather

144 Diamond Grove Ci.
CA, CA 95747

us




From: Casi Kushel <ckushel@pacbell.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:42 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projed
Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concerm about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmentdl impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol trains into Benicia s expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution o
towns dlong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in niftic oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dicxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According io the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the notyet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case’” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resufied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast maojority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarity low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmeniai injustice.

For ot these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny ceriification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicic.

Sincerely,

Casi Kushel
163 lancaster Road, Walnut Creek, 24595, CA Cdlifomnia, CA 94595 US




Amy Million
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From: Renald Bogin <bogin@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:40 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project _
—— P ol
EC ’i‘xfm@g
s F g &
FROCT 1A 205 i
Dear Ms. Million, t :
lsk
- . , . . . . SALINITY DEVELDFMENT
| am wiiting with serious concem about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading fadiityk 'é%“éa'kéré%ﬁmrdmg'fo

the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would creaie several "significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my cormmunity.

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution fo
towns alang the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulafive risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alf of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuti in significant loss of fife, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data onrecent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing taw o reduce greenhouse gas potlution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental{ustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Yalero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Reonald Bogin

2605 Edwards Ave
El Cerrito, CA 924530
us




Amy Million
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From: Mimi Samson <Mariansamson84@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:39 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

{ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facifity in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact repori (EIR}, this project would create severat “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oif trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait rovie and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ali of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-builtt DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
coutd result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and walerwaqys,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just gight tanker cars, or about 240,600
galions. The train thot incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Mimi Samson

782 ol Pintado Rd
Danville, CA 94524
Us




Amy Million

from: Martha Grimson <mgrimson@comecast.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:38 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project=

Dear Ms. Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing ol trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along ihe rdil route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}. Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the eguivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

Accarding to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while curreni speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannoct be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Catlifornia’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heal waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,

mMartha Grimson

GV Rd

Green Valiey, CA 94534
us




Amy Million

i R i 8

From: Michael Sarabia <shakydog808@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:38 PM

To: Amy Million — T o

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project 11 ECEIVE é i
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Dear Ms. Million, COMMUNTY

I am witting with sericus concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impaci report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidoble impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oll trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic dir poliution to
towns along the rail route and neor the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ot trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant toss of life, long-term economic domage and confamination of our precious wetlands
and walerways.

The EIR dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andlysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with Californic’s
exisiing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primanily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this ER and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Michael Sarabia
407 west longview
Stockion, CA 95207
Us
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From: Ron Good <ronportergood@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:37 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts"
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit trains inte Benicia is expected fo create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suliur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According io the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant toss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spifi of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gaflons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable" climate impacts ihat conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial{justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminat in Benicia.

Hive in Martinez, just across the water from Benicia and am VERY concemned about the negative aspects of
ihis terrible idea.

Sincerely,

Ron Good

1713 Athambra Ave
Martfinez, CA 94553
Us




Amy Million

From: Kenneth Lum <mtaukum@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:36 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Raii Project
Dear Ms. Miliion,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oi frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact repori (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts’
that could harm my community, :

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia s expected to create unccceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Qil trains of this size typicolly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the ER, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punclure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic domage and confamination of our precious wetlands
ond waterways.

the EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spiff of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Bakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anailysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California's
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At ¢ time of exireme drought and intense heal waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilf only add to a legacy of envircnmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certificafion for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Kenneth Lum
2100 16th Avenue

Sacramento, CA 95822
us
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Amy Million
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From: Megan Eding <eding.megan@grmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:35 P
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

F am writing with sericus concern about Valero's proposed oil train offtoading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
choxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier {(PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This inciudes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are set to 50 mph in most aregs, Jjust one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamingtion of our precious wetllands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about &0 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakoia have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR adlso identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heai waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dongerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of envirenmental injustice.

For dif these reqsons, Lurge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Megan Eding
1301 Gilman St #111

CA, CA 94706
Us
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From: Deborah Montero <luvsearth@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:35 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expected 1o create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is @ spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidenis in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catfching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects exdsting
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Al a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by 1his
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmentat injustice.

For ali these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Deborgh Montero
POROX 1198

CA, CA 95812
us
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Amy Million
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From: Charlene Fershin <wolfsoul@citlink.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:32 PM
To: Amy Million ECEIYE gﬁ‘s’%
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project g
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Dear Ms, Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EiR), this project would create severatl “significant and unavoidable impacts™
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing off frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rdit route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitric oxide. nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dicxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific madinling "would be
significant for alt of the iank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limiis are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
coutd result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and confamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenarnio andalysis that reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significont and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily jow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Charlene Fershin
37385 Oak View §t

Bumey, CA 96013
LS '
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Amy Million

i i
From: Mary O'Brien <otterbridge®@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:32 PM
To: Amy Mitlion 5
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project|i...
Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serfous concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create severadl significant and unavoidabile impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expecied to crecte unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. just one accident
coutd resuli in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of cur precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidenis in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 level and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EiR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

I and other family members have asthma, and we want cleaner air, not dirtier airl Also, in recent years we've
heard of disastrous off frain fires, such as in Quebec, where fracked oil makes a more incendiary disaster than
regular oil, killing many people and wrecking the environment, and poliuting the air,

tremember accidents in the Roseville rail yards, with long-buried munitions exploding. and munitions frains
putiing the community in danger, and evacuaiions taking place. it was awhite back, but the principle is the
same. tremember one of these incidenis was in the spring of '73 or '74, and one of the cellists in the Youth
Symphony i was in had o borrow a cello for cur concert, because her family had evacuated suddenly and she
ieft her cello behind at home. That incident was big news af the time.

Let it be a cautionary fale that you take to heart. An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure!
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My husband lived in Benicia for awhile during the early '70's. 1 remember the most notable features of the area
were the big tanks and pipes at oil refineries, rather smeily, af least that was the view from the highway. |
beiieve it's time for areas that concentrate on the oil and gas industry to stop putfing their eggs in one basket,
phase out fossil fuels, and furn fo clean, safe, sustainable energy sources instead, that won't hurt the planet.
This is inevitable, anyway, so why wait til things are desperate? Better to start now and embrace the wave of
the future. Betier to be visionary than shori-sighted. Colifornia usually leads the way in innovation. You canbe
part of that., Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mary O'Brien

5004 Barnaby Ci
Sacramento, CA 95842
us
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Amy Million

PR SR S
From: Mary O'Brien <otterbridge@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:32 PM e
Tor Amy Million =AY
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail ProjT‘; %wa;; :
LIS g:}
H e

|
 JRT——
CilY O
COMMUNITY evbyLRs

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in 8enicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts’
that couid harm my community.,

Dear Ms. Million,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per rain.

According to the ER, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ail of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limiis are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of lite, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion galions of
crude {about 40 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and Nerth Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects exisiing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conilict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And findlly, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this proiect will only add 1o alegacy of environmental injustice.

For alf these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

 and other family members have asthma, and we want cleaner air, not dirtier airt Also, in recent years we've
heard of disastrous oil frain fires, such as in Quebec, where fracked oif makes a more incendiary disaster than
reguiar ofl, killing many people and wrecking the environment, and polluting the air.

Iremember accidents in the Roseville rail yards, with long-buried munitions exploding, and munitions trains
putting the community in donger, and evacuations taking place. [t was awhile back, but the principle is the
same. | remember one of these incidents was in the spring of 73 or 74, and one of the cellists in the Youth
Symphony i was in had to borrow a cello for our concert, because her family had evacuated suddenty and she
left her celio behind ot home. That incident was big news af the time.

Let it be a cavtionary tdie that you take to heart. An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of curg!
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My husband lived in Benicia for awhile during the early 70's. [remember the most notable features of the area
were the big fanks and pipes at oil refineries, rather smelly, of least that was the view from the highway. |
believe it's time for areas that concentrate on the oft and gas industry 1o stop putting their eggs in one basket,
phase out fossit fuels, and furn fo clean, safe, sustainable energy sources instead, thal won't hurt the planet.
This is inevitable, anyway, so why wait {il things are desperate? Better to start now and embrace the wave of
the {uture. Better fo be visionary than short-sighted. California usually leads the way in innovation. You can be
part of that. Thank you,

Sincerely,

Mary O'Brien

5004 Barmaby Ct
Sacramento, CA 95842
us
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Amy Million

From: Michael Tomlinson <mt_trout@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:32 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project ﬂ

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitfric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate maiter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emiiting the equivalent poltution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maintine "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and coniamination of our precious wetlands
and waterwaqys,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or ahout 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiffed more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars}, and accidents in Wast Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” ciimate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ot infrasiructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this projecit will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Michaoel Tomiinson
27746 18th Street

Sacramento, CA 5818
s
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Amy Million

R
From: Dwight Barry <2015barry@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1.31 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

CONILINDT

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
hat could hanm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptabie increases in toxic air poliution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increasss in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diese! engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alf of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contaminaiion of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spili of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gatlons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
exisfing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exlreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Dwight Barry
3185 Contra Loma Blvd #201-A

CA, CA 94509
us
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Amy Million

s s
From: Florence Robin <florence.robinl33@orange.fr>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:31 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Cur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concern about Vdiero's proposed cil frain offloading faciiity in Benicia. According to
the environmentat impact report (EiR), this project would create severai “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oit frains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution to
fowns along the raif route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for aff of the fank car designs.” This includes the nof-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require g punclure
resistance of only 18 mph even white current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resulf in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precicus wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes ihe "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilted more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing iaw to reduce greenhouse gas poliufion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communifies — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injusiice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Fiorence Robin
12 les noels

CA, CA 5616
Us
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Amy Million

L
From: J Duerr <jduerrd0@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:.29 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

L
CIAARA LN

Dear.Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oll frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant toss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The ER also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spifled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conftict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollufion by 80 percent below 1990 leveis and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At ¢ fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finglly, an anaiysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
3 BDuerr
4280 5. Land Park Dr

Sacramento, CA 95831
Uus
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Amy Million

o S 4 B
From: Lynde Schiegel-Perry <Lyndelisr@sbeglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:29 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proj

-

oY GE

Dear Ms. Million, CORMUNITY

Fam writing with serfous concem about Valero's proposed oif frain offloading facilily in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts’
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size lypically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alt of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and confamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

the revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At ¢ fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who wilt be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed il frain termindl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Lynde Schlegel-Perry
14300 n alpine re

Lodi, CA 95250
Us
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Amy Million
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From: Camile Getter <camilegetter@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:28 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proj
Dedar Ms. Million,

L am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offlcading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5). Oit trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires aleng the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precicus wellands
and waterways. :

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 millien galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that contlict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.

And finclly, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of pecopie who will e harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarly low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Camile Getter
4441 G Street

Sacramento, CA 95819
Us
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Amy Million

o SR i
From: Paul Lifton <paullifton83@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:26 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Owr Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

1A

LOPMENT |

Dear Ms. Million,

F am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air polivtion o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificdily the EIR ideniifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dgioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typicdlly have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars eqach, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for oll of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punclure
resisiance of only 18 mph even while curreni speed fimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in luly 2013 spilled more than 1.4 mition galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakoia have also resulted in
20 or more tonker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that contiict with California's
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarity low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ali these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certitication for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain ferminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Poui Liffon
817 Craft Ave

B Cernito, CA $4530
Lis
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Amy Million
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From: Paul Lifton <paullifton89@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:26 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projegt "4
Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oit frain offloading faciity in Benicia. According fo
the environmenial impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns atong the rail route and neaor the refinery. Specifically the EiR idenfifies increases in nitric oxide. nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine partficulate maiter (PM 2.5). Oll frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollulion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the LIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wouid he
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the noi-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and watenwvays.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EP A-designated environmenialjustice communities - primarily low-income ond of color,
Approving this project wilt only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil rain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Paul Lifton
817 Craft Ave

Ei Cerrito, CA 94530
Us
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e o B i s
From: jan rein <janny007@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:25 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeet:

Dear Ms. Million,

COMMUNITY DL L
t am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading focility in Benicia. According o
the environmentalimpact report (ERR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”

that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galtons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.,

The revised ER also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train termina in Benicia.

Sincerely,
janrein
2704 E street

sacramento, CA 95816
Us
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From: Greg DeMasi <gdemasi@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:25 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create severat “significant and unavoidable impacts”
hat could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine pariiculate matter {PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires glong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and walerways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andiysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised LIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather thon dangerous oll infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will cnly add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Greg DeMasi
PO Box 6374

CA, CA 94524
Us
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From: Jack Milton <nospray@omsoft.com> T
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:25 PM = b
To: Amy Million T
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project %E}QE' P4
TG
Pw :

Dear Ms. Miliich,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offioading focility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing cil trains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increaseas in loxic air poliution to
fowns aiong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Off trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent polivtion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per rain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires aleng the Union Pacific mainfine “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an gccurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also idenfifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous cil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily fow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For o these reasons, | urge you. the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
refect Valero's proposed ofl train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jack Milton
2406 Rivendell Lane

Davis, CA 95616
Us
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From: Carol Pinson <Hberaisiren@earthlink.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:24 PM : w@%’“ﬁ”{? T

To: Ay Million f:;:,};‘i - % :

. . e ‘ . . ; . - gwﬂi

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project 3 aeT 44 7015 % X
i o
bR .

Dear Ms. Miliion,

! am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oif frain offloading facility in Benicia. According 1o
the environmental impact report {(EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected 1o create unacceptable increases in toxic dir pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5]. O trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulalive risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fonk car designs.” This includes the not-yei-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most aregs. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case" scenario is a sgill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gadlons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gafions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokofa have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data onrecent spills, this project cannof be approved.

The revised EIR dlso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1920 levels and move 10 an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invast in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally. an anaiysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of pecple who wil be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmenfal injustice,

for alf these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Carol Pinson
275 Brady Court

Martinez, CA 94553
us
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From: Lee Riggs <leeriggs44@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:23 PM

To: : Ay Million

Subject: Protect Qur Cornunities and Deny Valero's Rail Projectis &

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ofl train offloading facilily in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report {EIR}. this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution 1o
towns along ihe rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typicdlly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumuladive risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for alf of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-builf DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégaontic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daig on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add {c a legacy of environmentat injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councll to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Lee Riggs
43246 Cowell Bivd

Davis, CA 95618
Us
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From: Patricia Scarpa <patriciascarpa22@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1.22 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oll train offftoading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in foxic gir poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dicxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter [PM 2,.5). O frains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "“would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areos. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrangly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gdilons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Bakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 tevels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a Hime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
-~ invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentat injustice.

For ot these reasons, | urge you, the pianning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Patricia Scarpa
Ohio Street, Fairfield

CA, CA 94533
Us
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From: Beverly Kelley <bevkelley@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:21 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciity in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, fong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable" climate impacts that conflict with Caliifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrostructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will oniy add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EiR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Bevery Keliey
5311 Calabria Way

Sacramento, CA 95835
s
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From: Beverly Rodigo <rodige2@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:20 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero’s Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concermn about Valero's proposed ail frain offloading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could hanm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air polivtion o
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifles increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine pariiculate matier [PM 2.5}, Qil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yef-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious welands
and waterways.

The ER oo wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude [about 60 tanker cors), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data onrecent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR dalso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing taw o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaliustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Beverly Rodigo
6404 rampart Drive

Carmichael, CA 25608
Us
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From: Martin Iseri <iseri@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:20 PM
To: Army Mitlion
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Milien,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impoct report (EIR)}, this project would create several "significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine pariiculaote matter (PM 2.5}, Off trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yei-built DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most arecs. Just one accident
could resutt in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and confamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama aond North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis thai reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannoi be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas polluiion by 80 percent below 1990 tevels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally. an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who wilt be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice,

For alt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oit train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Martin lseri
4247 Bannister Road

Fair Oaks, CA 95628
us
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From: Eric Okey <Okieboysf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:19 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,
Your greed and unsustainable practices are killing the planet and every living soul on it

F am writing with serious concern about Vailero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil irains info Benicia is expected o create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resutted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
dada on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed Dy this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
tric Okey
Bononza way

Loomis, CA 95650
uUs
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From: Susan Firestone <scfire49@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:19 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oif train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to crecte unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Gil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poltution of 1,500 cars each, ar 4.500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wouid be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are setf to 50 mph in most areas. Just one occident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resubted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario analysis that reflects exisfing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.,

And finally, an anadlysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to ¢ legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny ceriification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Susan Firestone
349 39th Street

Sacramento, CA 95816
Us
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From: Sherry Handy <sherryh2@tt.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:18 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

| am wiiting with sertous concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia., According fo
the environmental impact report [ER), this project would create several “significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oif frains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poilution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate maotter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are sef to 56 mph in most areas. Just one accideni
could result in significant oss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 milfion gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cadlifornia’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse guas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge vou, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this £EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Sherry Handy
265 Gold Nugget Circle

Lincoin, CA 95448
us
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From: Sheri Kuticka <kytil653@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1.17 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proje

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offioading {acility in Benicia. According to the
environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts” that
could harm my community.

Bringing oit frains into Benicia is expected to create increases in foxic dir pollution 1o towns along the rail route
and near the retinery. The EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and
fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three diesel engines emitting the equivalent
poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the notyei-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our wellands and
wWaierways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case’” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that Incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR alsq identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate iImpacts that conflict with California’s
axisting law o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, cleon energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and reject Valero's
proposed oil frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Sheti Kuticka
820 Weaver Ln.

Concord, CA 94518
us

38




Amy Million

i R P T BARTERSR s o
From: Chris Evans <aaxiomfinity@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, Octeber 12, 2015 1:17 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Cornmunities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

i am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol trains info Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies incregses in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.3}, Oif trains of this size typicdlly have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainling "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yei-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EiR also wrongly assumes the "worst cose” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 milion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people whoe will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
refect Vaolero's proposed ol train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Chris Evans
4 Grand Rio Cir.

Sacramento, CA $5826
us
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From: michael daveiga <iceboundcharlie@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:16 PM
To: Amy Miltion
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valere's proposed oil rain offloading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit frains inio Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size fypically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-vet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wraongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlons. The frain that incinerafed Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Appraving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
michaei daveiga
1215 almar sireet

Concord, CA 94518
us
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From: Cheryl Delvecchio <ccdelvecchio@sbeglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:15 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project |

SRR
COMMUNITY

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wrifing with serious concern ahout Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community,

for one, bringing ol trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier [PM 2.5}, Oll rains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainline "waould be
significant for ait of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOY-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious weilands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaiions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallions of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR dlso identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that condlict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an anaiysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will onty add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ail these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl train terminal in Benicia.,

Sincerely,
Cheryt Delvecchio
3456 Corwin Ct

Loomis, CA 95850
Us
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From: Clover Catskill <clovercat2@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:14 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Deoar Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}], this project would create severdl "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oi frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxde. nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particutate matter {(PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wouid be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require @ puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginic, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andalysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climale impacts that confiict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gus emissions by 2050, At o time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we musi
invest in safe. clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an anailysis of census data hos shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarly low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For dif these reasons, | urge you, the plonning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Clover Catskilt
1730 Glen Cf.

Pinole, CA 94564
Us
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From: Stephen Kratt <kratt52@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:14 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject:
Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concermn about Valero's proposed ofl train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this preject would create severdl Ssignificant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For ane, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns dglong the rdil route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR idenfifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yvet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spift of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginio, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
gata on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we musi
invest in safe, clean eneargy rather than dangerous ol infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who wilt be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add {o alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this £IR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminagi in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Stephen Kratt
300 Hilary Way, Apt 126

Vallejo, CA 94591
Us ‘
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From: Anita Stein <Anitasalex@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 113 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projed!
Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with setious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ofl trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typicadlly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivatent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the notyet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resulf in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetands
andt waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The frain thatl incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 milion galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars cotching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR dlso identifias “significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an anatysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

ror all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Aniia Stein
542 OAKXMEADOW CT

CA, CA 95687
Us
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Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:12 PM )
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Dear Ms. Miltion, | COMBIUND M

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report [EIR}, this project would create severdl “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in ioxic air pollution io
towns along the rail route ond near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nilric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5}, Oil irains of this size typicdlly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for aff of the tank car designs.” This inciudes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while cument speed limifs are set to 50 mph in most areqs. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "waorst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gations. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about &0 tanker cars), and accidenis in West Virginia, Alobama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdiifornia’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
recluction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and infense haat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily iow-income and of calor.
Apporoving this preject will only add 1o a legacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge yvou, the planning commission and city councit 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
lan Turner
955 43rd Ave., #112

Sacramenio, CA 95831
us
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From: Wendy Hijazi <wendydarlinl@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:12 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Quyr Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proje

Dear Ms. Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impaci report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impocis”
that could harm my communily.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {(PM 2.5). Oil trains of ihis size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion galions of
crude [about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with Caiifornia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oit infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown thaf a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o g legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, ihe planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Wendy Hijazi
21100 Scheer Drive

Redding, CA 96002
us
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From: Charles Binckley <chuckbinckley@mac.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 112 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project .
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Dear Ms. Million, LaBlk

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would creafe several “significant and unavoidable impacis”
that couid harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicic is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulaie matier (PM 2.5}, Qil irains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires dlong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ol of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buili DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areaqs. Just one accident
could result in sighificant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR ailso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that contlict with Caolifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
recduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And finally, an andalysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oit frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Charles Binckley
140A Santa Fe Ave,

Richmond, CA 948031
us
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Fromy: Carol Bostick <lunagata8@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:10 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading faciiity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts’
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing off trains intc Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic qir poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide. benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Qil trains of this size typically have fhree
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ol of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limiis are sef fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The LR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Aladbama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario anailysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts thaf conflict with California’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Af ¢ time of extreme drought and intense heal waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily tow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo g legacy of environmental injustice.

For ali these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Carol Bostick
400 South Palm Drive, Apt. 309

Novato, CA 24520
Us
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From: David Geller <antlochcat@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:10 PM
To: Amy Million 7 Y B %v
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project § §
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Dear Ms, Million,

{ am writing with serious concermn about Valero's proposed o train offloading facilily in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ofl frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spifls, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for aff of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resisfance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidentis in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis thai reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communifies — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
refect Valero's proposed ofl rain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Daviag Geller
1312 Carpinferia Drive

Antioch, CA 94509
us
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From: Casey Simcoe <Caseydez@aol.com>
Sent; Monday, October 12, 2015 1:09 PM NSNS AT
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Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project e IR Wilis i’
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Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oll frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact repori (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ofl frains info Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
fowns atong the rail route and neor the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matfer [PM 2.5). Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars. which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. just one accident
couid resuli in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage aond contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.,

the EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Meégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gaflons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catehing fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and intense heal waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finaily, an analysis of census dafa has shown that a vast majorily of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-{justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of envirenmental injustice.

For ofl these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Casey Simcoe
8787 Bliinman way

Fair oaks, CA 95628
us
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From: CRYSTAL A MOURAD <C.Mouradé5@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:48 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
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Deaor Ms. Million,

I am writing with sericus concern about Valero's proposed off frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected {o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sutfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EiR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario s a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in Wast Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised ER also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primanily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

ror dll these reasons, | urge you, ihe planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
CRYSTAL A MOURAD
650 Manzanita Ave #1046

CA, CA 95926
us
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From: Wayne & Karin King <kingwg@yahoo.com>
Sent: Maonday, October 12, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Amy Milion
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts’
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oll frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable incregses in toxic air pollution o
tfowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typicailly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poltution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precicus wetlands
and waterways.

The £IR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight ianker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker carsy, and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Bakota have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario anaiysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollufion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exirerne drought and intense heat waves. we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally. an analysis of census dafa has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental{ustice communities - primarnily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For cif these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll train ternminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Wayne & Karin King
PO Box 105

Igo, CA 96047
us
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From: Alvin Johnson <awj53@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:49 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

QM. trains pass through o the bay area right behind my residence in West Sacramento, CA.

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ofl frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one. bringing off trains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per irain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires glong the Union Pacific mainiine “would be
significant for ol of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuit in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenaric is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised HIR also idenfifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Calfornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarity low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmentdl injustice.

For all these reasons. | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Alvin Johnson
511 C &t

Braderick, CA 955605
Us
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From: Sondra Gail Adam «gai.adam350@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:40 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project;

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts®
fhat could harm my communiiy.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitdic oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oif frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one gccident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is @ spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude (about 80 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andlysis that reflects existing
data on receni spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised BIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Catifornica’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 ievels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we musi
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily tow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice,

For ail these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain termingl in Benicia.,

Sincerely,

Sondra Gail Adam

84 Colage In

Walnui Creek, CA 94595
Us
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From: Linda Comstock <mother0225@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:40 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeé
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Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oll train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this proiect would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in ioxic air pollution fo
towns along ihe rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identfifies increases in nikic oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5}, Oil {rains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maintine “would be
significant for ait of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenano is ¢ spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallens. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakoia have dlso resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catehing fire. Without an accurale worst-case-scenario analysis thot reflects exisiing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR dilso identifies “significont and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduciion of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we musi
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oft infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cetfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Linda Comstock
308 WEST LENNOX
Yreka, CA 26097
Us
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Fron: ~Joseph Cech <jjcech@ucdavis.edu>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 237 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading faciiity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected fo create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sultur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the nof-yet-buili DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The BIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spitlled more than 1.6 milfion gallons of
crude [about 40 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also idenfifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percernt
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in sofe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning comrission and city council to deny certification for this EiR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincersly,

Joseph Cech
2418 Rivendell
Davis, CA 95616
us
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From: James R. Frazer <bfrazer274@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:37 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec
Dear Ms. Million,

[ arn writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil rain offioading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my communiiy.

For one, bringing ol trains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increqses in toxic oir pollution to
towns along fhe rail route and near the refinery, Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol frains of this size typicdily have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires aleng the Union Pacific maintine "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the net-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wettands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At d fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, cleon energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenialjustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmenial injustice,

For all these reasens, | urge you, the planning commission and city counci to deny certification for this EIR and
rejact Valero's proposed oil irain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

James R. Frazer
102 Ravenhill Road
Orinda, CA 94543
us
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From: Colleen Stanturf <colieenstanturf@me.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:36 PM
To: Amy Million :
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's RaH Project

Dear Ms, Million,

| am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oll frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my cormnmunity.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxicie, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "wouid be
significant for alt of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent speed limits are setf to 50 mph in most areas. Jusi one accident
couid result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and confamination of cur precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 miltion gallons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars caiching fire. Without an accuraie worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At ¢ time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injusiice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EiR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Colieen Stanturf
1526 Reewood Lane
Davis, CA 95614
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From: Heather Grigsby < biur.all the Jines@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:35 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valera's proposed oil train offloading facility in 8enicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), This project would create severdl 'significant and unavoidable impacts®
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the raii route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitfrogen
dioxide, sufur dioxide, berzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Qil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emilting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the ER. the cumulative risk of spifis. explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maintine "wouid be
sighificant for all of the tank cor designs.” This includes the not-yet-buillt HOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistonce of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of iife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumaes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The rain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenatio anaiysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Catifornia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
relect Valero’s proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Heather Grigsby

8064 Alma Mesa Way
Citrus Heights, CA 95610
us
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From: karen montana <karenkmontana@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:31 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol trains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Gil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poltution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant toss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised FIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 fevels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, cleon energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EP A-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

karen montana
? noyo court
chico, CA 95973
us




Amy Million

i S R
From: Frank Torielio <mondofrankstar@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:29 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail
Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concern about Vdiero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oft trains info Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the BIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesat engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumutative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterwoys,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train thai incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.4 million gallens of
crude {about 40 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised FIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
recluction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, [ urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Vatero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Frank Toriello

6635 Willow Creek Road
Montague, CA 96064
Us




Amy Million

From: Robert Ancker <corpjet77@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:26 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project l

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern gbout Valero's proposed off frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR}. this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution fo
towns glong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide. benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of ihis size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars sach, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for ait of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenaric is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ot infrastructure.

And finally, an anaiysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council fc deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Robert Ancker

4th ave

rio linda, CA 95673
us




Amwﬂ!ion

I
From: lisa phenix <lisap@winfirst.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:25 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Miilion, it
COMBUNT

i am writing with serious concemn about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expecied o create unacceptable increases in foxic air polittion to
towns aiong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sutfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5). Oif trains of this size typicailly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivatent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Unicon Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the nof-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is ¢ spill of just eight tanker cars. or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incineraled Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and Norih Dakota have dlso resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spifis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "sighificant and unavoidable” climote impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of pecople who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-iustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o g legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincersly,
lisc phenix
5181 Fintkandia Way

Carmichael, CA 95608
us
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Amy Million

From: beeate dirschl <alohagambheera@yahoo.com>

Sent; Monday, October 12, 2015 2:21 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

f am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offioading focility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expecied 1o create unaccepiabie increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particutate matter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires clong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most aregs. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude (about &0 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
recuction of greenhouse gos emissions by 2050, At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice,

For ol these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
beeate dirschl
404 n shasta boulevard

mt shasta, CA 960467
LS
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Amy Million

R ol e
From: Grant Bakewell <chaplaingramt@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:21 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Deoar Ms. Million,

Having enoyed a wonderful honeymoon in Benicia with my wife in 2010, today | am wrifing with serious concermn
about Valero's proposed coll rain offloading facility there. According to the environmental impact report (EIR),
this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts” that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing ofl trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
clioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier [PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivaient poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the £lR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yei-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Meganidic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota hove also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data onrecent spills, this project cannot be approved.,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas polfution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At ¢ time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we musi
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangercus ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EP A-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primairily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valera's proposed ol rain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Grant Bakewell
84 Riverknoll Place

Carmichael, CA 95825
us

12




Amy Million

From: Brent Ratkovich <glassfinger69@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:19 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

I'am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report {EIR)}, this project would create several "significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

Faor one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant ioss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious weilands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case’ scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incineraied Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-cose-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.,

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable" climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heof waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-iustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oit train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Brent Ratkovich
4025 Sangamon st.

CA, CA 95608
Us
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From: Shirley Oenberger <shirleyozenberger@sbcglobal net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:18 PM 3 SV B

To: - Amy Milion { e N ‘

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeclé gi acT bk gg}ﬁ,j“ i
A

Dear Ms. Million,

 am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According 1o
the environmential impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter {PM 2.5). Gil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "wouid be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Jjust one accident
couid result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contfaminafion of our precicus wetlands
and waterways.

the EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spifled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {obout 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenaric analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spifls, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climale impacts that conflict with Cafifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councll fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Shirey Cenberger
231 Alva Ave.

California, CA 94530
Uus
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Amz Million

From: Tricia Talle <triciatalle@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:18 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projgg

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed il frain offloading facility in Benicia, According o
the environmental impact report {ER), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable incredses in toxic dir poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result In significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The BIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resutied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 ievels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we musi
invesi in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrasiruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily iow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminad in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Tricia Talle
/717 17ih Street D

CA, CA %5811
us
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From: Linda Malcom <lindamalcom@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:16 PM
To: Army Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valera's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant ond unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For aone, brnging oil frains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns atong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR ideniifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesei engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain,

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the noi-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or atyout 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Meégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million galions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannect be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, Af o fime of extreme drought and intense heatl waves, we musit
invesf in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous il infrastruciure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons. | urge you, the planning commission and city counci to deny certification for this £EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil irain termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Linda Malicom
Bush Ave

Vallejo, CA 94591
Us
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Amx Million

From: Vicki Nygren <vnygren@comcast.net>

Sent; Monday, October 12, 2015 2:14 PM

To: Amy Miilion

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oit train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidabie impacts®
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulaiive risk of spills, explosions and fires glong the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for alf of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DCT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuli in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wettands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 miliion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this proiect cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also idenifies "significant and unaveidable” climafe impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maojority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ali these reasons, | urge you, the planning commiission and city council to deny certification for this FIR and
reiect Valero's proposed ol frain terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Vicki Nygren
8921 Castle Park Dr

Eik Grove, CA 95624
LS
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From: Nancy Bukowski <nancybukowd5@ive.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:12 PM
To: Amy Million (
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeg

Dear Ms. Million,

am writing with sericus concern about Valero's proposed of train offloading facility in Benicia. According 1o
the environmential impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts®
that could harm my community.,

For ane, bringing ol trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oll trairs of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulaiive risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for alff of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limiis are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just cne accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waierways.

The EIR also wrongly assurmes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude {aboui 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
daia on recent spills, this proiect cannot be approved.

The revised EIR ailso identifies “significant and unavoidabie” climate impacis that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rother than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenialjustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add io a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this IR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminat in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Nancy Bukowski
5054 Olive Ok Way

Carmichael, CA 95408
Us
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Amy Million

S o
From: rich gililland <jrgililland@charter.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:11 PM
To: Amy Miilion
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Miliion,

f am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oit frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expecied o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nilic oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Qil trains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
couid result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The kIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain thot incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more fanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data onrecent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidabie” cliimate impacis that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ot infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast mojority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a iegacy of environmental injusfice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
rich gililand
85 harvest walk

redding, CA 94003
Us
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From: Alma Williams <alma_busby@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:11 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Cur Communities and Deny Valero's Rait Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Vaiero's proposed oll frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that couid harm my community. '

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia s expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR idenfifies increases in nitric oxide. nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emilfing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulafive risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-vel-built DOT-117 cars, which reguire @ punclure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our pracious wetlands
and waterways,

The ER dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milfion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and qccidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more: tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliufion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-dasignaied environmential-justice communiiies -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil irgin terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Alma Williams
6014 Northill Loop, SW

WA, WA 98512
s
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From: Deborah Davidson <davidsondeb@ymail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:10 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia, According 1o
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that couid harm my community.

For one, bringing oif trains into Benicia is expected fo create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Gil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which reqguire a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuli in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlonds
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” cliimate impacis that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas polivtion by 80 percent below 1990 leveis and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather thon dangerous ot infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census dafa has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Deborah Davidson
368 Tulip 5t

Fairfield, CA 94533
us
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Frony: Robert Jump <bobj1961@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:10 PM ._ e
To: Amy Million SRV B
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

OCT 14 206

Dear Ms, Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol rain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my communiiy.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to creale unacceptabie increases in toxic air pollution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Off trains of this size typicolly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliufion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain,

According to the EIR, the cumuicative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisiance of only 18 raph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areqs. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "waorst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gdllons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous il infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legocy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil irgin terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Robert Jump
922 Densmore Way

Folsom, CA 95630
us
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From: wayne ryan <wayneryan@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:06 PM
To: Amy Million
. ' . . F [
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Pro;ectiﬁ g
1 i
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Dear Ms. Million,

I am wriling with serious concern about Valero's proposed cil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {ER), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Qil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrengly assumes the "worst case” scenario is ¢ spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gdlions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in july 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude (about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a lime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangsrous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmenial injustice.

For ali these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this £IR and
relect Valero's proposed oil frain terminagt in Benicia.

Sincerely,
wWOyne ryan
2332 Bueno

Napa, CA 94558
Us
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From: Sharon McCord <smccord2@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:03 PM

To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harrm my cormnmunity,

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poilution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the nof-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised ER glso identifies "sianificant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cadilifornia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maojority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentai-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the plonning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Sharon McCord
123 Del Paso Dr.

Caiifornia, CA 95687
us
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From: sharon porter <ssporter43@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:02 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Deor Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concemn about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciiity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For ane, bringing oit trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns aleng the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per irain.

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for alf of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaiions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.4 miflion galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannoi be approved.

The revised EIR also ideniifies significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train termindl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
sharon porter
4827 Round Vailey Ranch Rd,

paradise, CA 95969
us
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From: sharon porter <ssporter43@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:02 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project |

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concern aboui Valero's proposed cil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR], this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oll trains of this size typically have three
ciesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain. ’

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, iong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannof be approved.

the revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Al a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast mojority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmentai injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commiission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
sharon porter
4827 Round Valley Ranch Rd.

paradise, CA 95949
Us
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From: Mariateresa Canosa <canosa_mv@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, Gctober 12, 2015 2:00 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Comimunities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ail train offtoading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing ol trains into Benicio s expected to create unacceptabie increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oif frains of this size typicaily have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and walerways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gafions of
crude [about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannct be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and mave to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastruciure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl frain terminal in Banicia.

Sincerely,
Mariateresg Canosg
1740 Broadway #2

Vallejo, CA 74589
us .
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From: Vicki Caraway <dreamweaver42@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:.59 PM
To: Amy Miltion
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmentat impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increasss in toxic oir poilution to
towns along the rail rovte and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the eqguivaient poliution of 1,500 cars each. or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires clong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buitt DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and watferways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gattons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gafions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulied in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daia onrecent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmenial injustice.

For alf these reasons, | urge you, the planning convmission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
refect Valero's proposed oil irgin terminagt in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Vicki Caraway
4125 central Ave

Weed, CA 94094
us
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From: Mark Bowers <marksac®att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:55 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

i am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed of frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typicdily have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for dil of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which reauire a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
ond walerways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have adiso resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caolifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 ievels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving ihis proiect will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reascns, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Mark Bowers
7282 Gloria Drive

Socramento, CA 95831
us
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From: Nick Gonzalez <wetango2@gmail.coms>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:55 PM
To: Amy Miliion
Subjeci: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading fociity in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significont and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poilution to
fowns along the rail route ond near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size fypically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along fhe Union Pacific mainline "would be
stgnificant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buitt DOT-117 cars, which reguire a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while cumrent speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuit in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and confamination of our precious wetlands
and walterways,

The EIR also wrongly assurnes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaitons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Daokota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecits existing
data on recent spilfls, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR diso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure,

And finally, an onalysis of census dafa has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- prirnarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add {o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit fo deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminad in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Nick Gonzdiez
4917 Parkgreen Circle

Antfioch, CA 94531
us
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From: bridget galvin <bridgetgalvin09@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1.54 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air polivtion to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each. or 4,500 per frain,

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainlineg "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are setf to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have glso resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant ond unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated envirenmentaljustice communities - primarily fow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For off these reasons, | urge you, the planning comemission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
bridget galvin
423 everett

el cerrito, CA 94530
us
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From: Janice Reding <Pajret@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:51 PM
To: Amy Million :
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off frain offloading faciiity in Benicia. Ac:t:ording to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ofl frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires aiong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which reguire a punclure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant ioss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have aiso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project canncf be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-{ustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Janice Reding
7572 Appie Hollow Loop

Roseville, CA 95747
Us
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From: David McCoard <dmccoard@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:51 PM

To: Arny Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected o create unaccepiable increases in foxic air pollution to
tfowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate maiter (PM 2.5). Off frains of this size typically have ihree
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are setf 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one goecident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The BIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenatic is a spift of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incineraled Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Bakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 fevels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilf only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For oit these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reiect Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
David McCoard
725 Keamey St., Apt. 1

CA, CA 94530
Us
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From: Suzanne Newman <ciaosue2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 1:51 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expected fo creaie unaccepiable increases in toxic cir pollution to
towns afong the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitfic oxide, nitfrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulale matter {PM 2.5). Gil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires clong the Union Pacific mainiine "wouid be
significant {or ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buili DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even white current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of cur precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gations. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies 'significant and unavoidabile” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At g time of exireme drought and infense heal waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ot infrastructure.

And finally, an anatysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this ER and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Suzanne Newman
40 B Toyonal

Orinda, CA 94563
Us
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From: Leslie Guidera <rarebreedranch@yahoo.com>
Sent; Monday, October 12, 2015 2:41 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

t am wiiting with serious concern about Valero's proposed off train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EiR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitfrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil rains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which reqguire a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The ERR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also idenfifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing low to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finaily, an andlysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of coior.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injusiice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Lestie Guiderg
20470 County Road 79

Capay, CA 95607
Us
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From: Evan Smith <orchitraz@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:41 P
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, berzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
sighificant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of cur precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have aiso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also ideniifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extremne drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily iow-income and of cotor.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alf these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain ferminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Evan Smith
Private

Olympic Valiey, CA 941446
us
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From: J Buhangus <jambul@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:43 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciiity in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact repert {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.,

For one. bringing oft trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which reauire a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuit in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eighf tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gafions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Af a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous cil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmenial injustice.

For dif these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
J Buhangus
17 Cdlif Ave

Reno, NV 89503
us
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From: Tracy Riley <tracy.riley67@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, Cctober 12, 2015 2:43 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

| amn writing with sefious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {ER), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol rains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution 1o
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitrfic oxide, nitfrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol #rains of this size typicdlly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ol of the tank car designs.” This includes the nol-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resulf in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious weilands
and walerways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gations, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), ond accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurote worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecls existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR dlso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas polivtion by 80 perceni below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.,

And finally, an andalysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of pecple who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designaied environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of envirenmental injustice.

For dll these reasons, F urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valerc's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Tracy Riley
Briciington Avenue

Salforx, ot Mé BBP
GB
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From: AniMae Chi <wolfgangbearl@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:21 PM
To: Amy Miltion

Subject: Protect Gur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam wiiting with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typicaily have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spifls, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "wouid be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spifled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 40 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR dlso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo ¢ legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicio.

Sincerely,

AnidMae Chi
405 N Armnaz SL
CA, CA 93023
Us
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From: Walter Firth <walter6@bigpond.netau>

Sent: Monday, Cctober 12, 2015 3:18 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in foxic dir poliution to
towns along ihe rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the eqguivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrengly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude (about 60 tanker cars], and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more fanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confliict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily fow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmenfal injustice.

For olf these reasons, | urge you, the pianning commission and city councit to deny certfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oit frain ferminat in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Walter Firth

12 Roclands Rd
NSW, ot 2045
Al
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From: Lenore Sheridan <lenores93@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:15 PM

To: Amy Million ! (&
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rait Project | %

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concem about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicic, According to
the environmental impact report (IR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to creaie unaccepitable increases in toxic air pollution to
fowns along the rdif route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suliur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainkine "would be
significant for alt of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while cumrent speed limils are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tonker cars, or about 240,000
gaflons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 mifiion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daia on recent spills, this projiect cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidabile” climate impacts thot conffict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ot infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerlification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

lenore Sheridan
1531 University #418
Barkeley, CA 94703
Us
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From; Chariles Milkewicz <charlesmilkewicz@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:13 PM

To: Amy Million ]

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rait Proj

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's propased oil frain offleading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact repori [EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expected fo create unaccepiable increases in toxic dir pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the notyet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas, Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinergied Lac-Megantic, QGuebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Aladbama and North Bakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing low o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmenidl injustice.

For ol these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certitication for this EIR and
reiect Valero's proposed oil frain ferminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Charles Milkkewicz
1244 Baitery St
Richmond, CA 94801
Us
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Front: Shannon Guzzo <Shannonguzzo@ijps.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:12 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero’s Rail Project

Dear Ms. Milfion,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmentalimpact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my communily.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptabie increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emitiing the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in mosi areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incineraied Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent betow 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of extrerne drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown: that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
~ project live in EPA-designated environmenialjustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Shannon Guzzo

5124 tong Canyon Dr
Fair Ooks, CA 95428
Us
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From: Jeffrey Womble <thirdearlwomble@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:08 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rai Projec’f?""

Dear Ms, Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off train offloading facility in Benicia, According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit trains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air poilution to
fowns along the rail route and near ihe refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Qil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cors each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wouid be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilfed more than 1.4 million galions of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significont and unavoidable” climate impacts that condlict with California's
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas polivtion by 80 percent below 1990 leveils and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majorﬁy of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed cil irain terminal in Benicio.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Wombie
11277 N. Hwy 99
California, CA 95240
us
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From: Lauren Ranz <frranz@sbcglobal.net>

Senti: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:07 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million, e
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I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harrm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along fhe rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per teain.

According to the ER, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this proiect cannot be approved.

The revised EIR ailso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with Californica's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 leveis and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legocy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Lauren Ranz

224 Happy Hollow Ct.
Lafayette, CA 94549
us
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From: Caroline Steele <syiviasoven@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:07 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projecti]
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Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expecled to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitfrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitfing the equivalent poliution of 1,506 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the ER, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The {rain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spifled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worsf-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Caroline Sieele
10213 Adam Ave
CA, CA 95945
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From: Tracey Archer <AmethystladyT@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3.06 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Corporations are not capable of making decisions on behaif of America's Citizenry! 1 am writing with serious
concern about Valero's proposed oll frain offloading faciity in Benicia. According to the environmentat impact
report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts” that could harm my
community.

For one, bringing oit frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
fowns dlong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Gil frains of this size typicdlly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per irain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buiit DOT-117 cars, which require o puncilure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaiions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.4 milion gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At ¢ fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastruciure,

And finaily, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentai-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For ail these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cettification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Tracey Archer
1515 6th Sireet
Lincoln, CA 95648
uUs
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From: Aaron Senegal <senegal@dslextreme.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:05 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Miillion,

I am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the envircnmental impact report (EIR), this project would create severatl “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution o
towns dlong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5, Qil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for afl of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buitt DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areos. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And fincally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Aaron Senegal
1313 Mariposa St

Richmond, CA 94804
us
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From: Paul Jerome <paulierome33@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:05 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject; Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed ail frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (ER). this project would create severdl “significant and unavoidabile impacts”
that coutd harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alf of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlons, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilted more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significont and unavoidable” ciimale impacts that conflict with California’s
existing iaw to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exfreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finally. an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designaied environmenial-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning cormmission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Paul Jerome
13168 Jackson RD

California, CA 95683
CA

11




Amy Million

2k s o
From: Mary Edwards <medwards16@gmail.com>
Sent: Moncday, October 12, 2015 3:05 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

' am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facitity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
hat could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oll trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires aiong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EiR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Atabama and North Dakota have also resuited in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis thaft reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Californiar’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At o fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maijority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this £IR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Mary Edwards
2690 Mack Way

CA, CARE7746
us
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From: Robert McNutt <maacbob5@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:02 PM
Te: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic dir poliution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oll rains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaflons, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather thon dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finalty, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, [ urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sinceraly,
Robert McNutt
2812 Merle Ave

Martinez, CA 94553
us
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From: Karen Good <kgoodhh@aol.coms>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:02 PM
To: Amy Million ;
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projactt |
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Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing olt trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns dlong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waierways.

the EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaitons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resuited in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis ihat reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 8C percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated envirenmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny ceriification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Karen Good
1604 Reliez Valley Rd

Cdlifornia, CA 94549
Us
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From: Alta Smith <Forevercatlady@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:02 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Pratect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Raif Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR], this project would create severdl “significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oll frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulote matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have ihree
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each. or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spiils, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant oss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The: EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Daokota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilfls, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with California‘s
existing low to reduce greenhouse gas poilution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of exirerne drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrasiruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil irain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Alta Smith
709-220 Pine Streetl

Janesville, CA 96114
Us
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From: kate bean <katS4bean@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3.01 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
thatl could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the eguivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine “would be
stgnificant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed iimifs are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one aceident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spifled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannect be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 fevels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally. an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justfice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Yalero's proposed oll frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
kate bean
570 forest street

Oakiand, CA 94418
s
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From: Erin Barca <kayucian@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:01 PM
To: Arny Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern abouf Valero's proposed oll frain offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report [EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil froins into Benicia is expected to creale unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine pariiculate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil rains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The BiR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alalbama and North Dakota have also resutied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accuraie worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects exdsting
data on recent spills, this proiect cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that contiict with California’s
existing iaw o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous olf infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designaled environmentaljustice communities - primarlly low-inceme and of color.
Approving this project will enly add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these regsons, [ urge you, the planning commiission and city council fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Erin Barca
1365 Creekside Dr.

Cailifornia, CA 94594
us
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From: Raymond Marshall <raynavcad@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:59 PM
To: Amy Mitlion
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ot train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmential impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one. bringing oit trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceplable increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns along the rdil route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivdlent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ailt of the tank car designs.” This includes the notf-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milfion galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama andg North Dakote have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

the revised EIR also identifies "significant ond unaveidable" climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangercus oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reqsons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Vaiero's proposed off frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Raymond Marshaoll
20635 Spring Garden Road

California, CA 95431
Us
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From: Alex peterson <whitespiritbear@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed cil train offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expecied to creale unacceptable increases in foxic gir pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sultur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesei engines emitling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each. or 4,500 per frain,

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scencrio is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about &0 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have glso resuited in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without on accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
raduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in satfe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastruchure.

And finally, an analysis of census daia has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily fow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For off these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Vaiero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Alex pelerson
324 sue ¢t

CA, CA 95210
Us
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From: Susan King <srking@value.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:56 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projecti;

Dear Ms. Million,

I'am writing with serious concermn about Valero's proposed oif frain offloading faciity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create severat “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increasss in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}. Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Bakota have also resuited in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anaiysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with Caiifornia’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and iniense heai waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-desighated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this IR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Susan King
4396 N Marsh Elder Ci

Concord, CA 94521
Us
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From: Molly Brown <mollyybrown@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:56 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

L am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptabie increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wouid be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waferways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilf of just eight tanker cars. or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas polivtion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- priimarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasens, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Molly Brown
722 Meadow Ave

Mi Shasta, CA 26067
us
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From: Elizabeth Berteaux <birdtrax@dcn.org>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:56 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project 0

Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR), this project would create severat "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increasss in toxic air pollution {o
towns clong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Qil trains of this size fypically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each. or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maintine "would be
significant for ali of the lank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of onty 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious weilands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or aboui 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Loc-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
datda on recent spills, this project caonnot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, cleon energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial{ustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this IR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Berteaux
2208 Alameda Ave.

Davis, CA 95616
N
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Fron: Elizabeth Berteaux <birdtrax@dcn.org>

Sent: Monday, Octoher 12, 2015 2:56 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rall Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed il train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would cregte several significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptabile increases in toxic air poliution fo
towns along the rall route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increasss in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each. or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires clong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-builf DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of lfe, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galtons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenaric analysis that reflects existing
data onrecent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia’s
axisting law 1o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 ievels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this praject will only add to g legacy of envircnmental injustice.

For dil these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Berleaux
2208 Alameda Ave.

Davis, CA 95616
us
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From: Beth Sommerfeld <catspawbss@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:55 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proj

Dear Ms. Million,

F am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed of frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificaily the FIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require ¢ puncture
rasistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Guebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gations of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

the revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ali thase reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Vaiero's proposed oil frain termindt in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Beth Sommerfeld
1743 Azoulay Ct. apt 4

Redding, CA 26003
us
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From: Janet Walton <jwalton@astound.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:54 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia, According io
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivatent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yei-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 tevels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For clt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny ceriification for this EIR and
refect Valerg's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Janet Walton
23946 Lake Meadow Cir.

Martinez, CA 94553
us
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From: Kathy Fields <fieldskathy@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:52 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact repert (EIR), this project would create several “significont and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
digsel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mdinline "would be
significant for ait of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punclure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed iimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dilso resutied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
dota on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a lime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous cil infrastruciure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons. | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny ceriification for this ER and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Kathy Fields
10325 Indlian Hill Rdl.

Newcastle, CA 95658
Us
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From: Barb Adolay <badolay42@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:49 PM

To: Amy Million &

Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Vaiero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (ER), this project would create several "significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5}, Oil trains of ihis size typicaliy have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are setf o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuit in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 mitiion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more fanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communifies -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo ¢ legacy of environmental injustice,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain termingl in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Bart Adolay
4126 Cowell bivd

Davis, CA 95618
Us
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From; Alice Hendrix <hendrixaj@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:49 PM

To: Amy Milkon

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec
Dear Ms, Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ofl train offloading faciity in Benicia, According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing o trains info Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in foxic air pollution to
fowns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and tine particutate matter {PM 2.5). Gil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EiR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas, Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and coniaminafion of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alaobama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andilysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts thai conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reciuction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At o time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily fow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ali these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerlification for this £IR and
reject Valero's proposed oit frain termindgd in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Alice Hendiix
P. O. Box 142

Crangevadle, CA 95662
Us
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Amy Million

From: Jared Laiti <jared.laiti@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:49 PM

To: Arny Mitlion

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Raif Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create severat "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm the community.

For one, bringing oif frains info Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene, and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the ER, the cumulaiive risk of spils, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which reguire a punciure
resistfance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage, and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlions, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude {about 40 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama, and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidabile” climate impacis that conflict with California’s
existing faw to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Al a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerocus olf infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maojority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-jiustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jared Laifi
2131 Valley Cak Lane #1020

West Sacramento, CA 925691
us
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Amy Million

i s A
From: Tara crane <taracrane68@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:49 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptabie increases in toxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery, Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivaient poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contarmination of our precious weilands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in Weast Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 tevels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and cilty council to deny certification for this EIR and
refect Valero's proposed oit frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Tara crane
592 N Main Street

Sebastopol, CA 95472
us
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Amgl Million

From: Connie Wigen <Conniewigen@yahoo.coms

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:44 PM

To: Amy Million Eont
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project | |

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oit frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
ihe environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air polivtion o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the notyetl-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant toss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The BIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conilict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhcuse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urde you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Connie Wigen
123 Arbusto circle

Sacramenic, CA 95831
us
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From: dee simmons <deesimmons@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 2:43 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil irain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic dir pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR alse wrongly assumes the "worst case™ scenario is o spitt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accuraie worsi-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR dalso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
existing taw to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And fincily, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
dee simmons
1015 stimel drive

concord, CA 94518
us
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From: Claire Charnbers <csc2938@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:24 PM
To: Ay Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impaci report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious weflands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about &0 tanker cars), and accidents in Wast Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andalysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant ond unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentai-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of envirenmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.,

Sincerely,
Claire Chambers
38118 Cdlle Quedo

Murrieia, CA 925463
us
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Amy Miilion
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From: Zach Glanz <redfeathers4d7@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:25 PM
To: Amy Million :
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project]”

Dear Ms. Million,

[ am wriling with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain officading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail rovte and near the refinery. Specifically the £IR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oit trains of this size typicdlly have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and walerways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resuited in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andlysis that reflects existing
datg on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdiifornia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census daia has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reiect Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Loch Glanz
3362 Savage Avernue

Pinole, CA 94564
us
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From: Linda Baxter <lindabaxterswan@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:27 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with sefious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gaffons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anatysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts thai conflict with California’s
existing low fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, ihe planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this EiR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Linda Baxter
1332 Comstock Brive

Yreka, CA 96097
us
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From: Silva Harr <silvaharr@gmail.com>
Sent: Moncday, October 12, 2015 3:27 PM
To: Amy Millian
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero’s Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oil frain offfoading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oif frains info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5}, Oit trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivatent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resisfance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significont loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waoterways,

The £IR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And fincily, an andalysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Yalero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.,

Sincerely,
Silva Harr
1578 Lavemne Way

Concord, CA 94521
Us
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From: katrina volgamore <katrinavl @yahoo.com>
Sent: Moncday, October 12, 2015 3:28 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec
Dear Ms. Million,

Farn writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offltoading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR idenfifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimifs are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or aboui 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have aiso resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EiR also identities "significant and unavoidabile” climate impacts that contlict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maojority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial{usiice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmenial injustice,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oit train termina in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Kalrina volgamore
4181 sandra circle

pitfsburg, CA 94565
Us
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From: Adele Richman <zuzu08902@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:31 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with serious concern about Vdlero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia s expected o create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliufion fo
towns along the raill route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide., nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typicaily have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-vet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant [oss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious weflands
and waterways.

The EIR dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is ¢ spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have alse resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spifis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable™ climate impacts that conflict with Californic's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At o time of exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oft infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast magority of people who will be harmed by this
proiect live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily iow-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmeniatl injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valerg's proposed olf frain terminat in Benicio.

Sincerely,
Adele Richman
1621 Ptarmigan Dr., #58

Walnut Creek, CA 94595
us
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From: Catherine Dreher <pearidreher@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:32 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

I'am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EiR). this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oi frains into Benicia is expected to creaie unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EiR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According fo the LR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for aff of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are set to 50 miph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR diso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaitons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude {aboui 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catehing fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing faw to reduce greenhouse gas polivfion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Catherine Dreher
341 Linfield Drive

CA, CA 94589
us
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Amy Million

S e B
From: Lestey Hunt <idhunt@astound net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:52 PM )
To: Amy Million |
Subject: Protect Our Comimunities and Deny Valero's Rail Proje

gro—— ";;;'Q-’"

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Vdiero's proposed oil train offloading faciiity in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific madinline "would be
significant for cll of the tank car designs.” This includes the notyet-buili DOT-117 cars, which requite o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resul! in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contaminafion of cur precious wellands
and waierways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. the train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 0 tanker cars), and accidenis in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakoto have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s

existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure. '

And finally, an anaiysis of census datfa has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of envirenmental injustice.

For dll these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero’s proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

i have read that the Bakken oil fields have aiready passed their prime, | think it is foolish to make this huge
investment in o short-lived resource, not to mention that California is frying to move to renewable energy. What
about the impact on Suisun Marsh and the Delta if there's o wreck? Have we spent more than 30 vears
protecting them to keep our salmon industry and Delta agriculiure going, only to lose the whole thing in one
wreck?

Sincerely,

Lesley Hunt

236 Warwick Dr.

Walnut Creek, CA 94598
us




Amy Million

From: Ria Tanz Kubota <ria.tanz.kubota@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3.51 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projecti
Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would creaie several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit trains into Benicia is expected fo create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait rovte and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sutfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulaie matter {PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitfing the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per irain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of ife, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precicus wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assuimes the "worst case” scenario is o spilt of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars;, and accidents in West Virginia, Aloboma and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoldable” chimate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 ievels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in satfe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrasfructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljusiice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmenid injustice.

For all these reasons, | utige you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Rict Tanz Kubota

671 Bl Cerro Drive

El Sobrante, CA 94803
us




Amy Million

R e e B
From: Elizabeth Claman <elizabethclaman@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:4% PM

To: Amy Million ; % -

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proj’g g, e

it

Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oll frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR). this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oll frains info Benicia is expecied fo create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER ideniifies increoses in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulaie maotter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines ermnitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yvel-built DCT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and confamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenaric is ¢ spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Meégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario andlysis that reflects existing
data on recent spitls, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At g time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census dala has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily fow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add {o a legacy of environmentai injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Claman
347 W Bissell Ave
Richmond, CA 94801
Us




R s
From: Faith Strailey <kantor@digitalpath.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:49 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Raif Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rai route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resut in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.4 miffion gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this projiect cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacis that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of énvironmental injusiice,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil rain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Faith Strailey

PO Box 3012
Quincy, CA $5971
Us




Amy Million

e i
From: Teri Barnato <Teribarnato@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:47 PM
To: Amy Million £
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projectii
Dear Ms. Million,

{ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oif frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my cormmunity. ‘

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER idenfifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain,

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
couid result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways,

the EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gafions. The train that incineraied Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidenis in West Virginia, Alobama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that condlict with Cdlifornia's
exisiing law o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure,

And finally, an anaiysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
oroject live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Teri Bamnaio

24980 Ben Tayior Rd
Colfax, CA 95713
us




Amy Million

From: Victoria Hom-Roan <bickr5150@yahoo.com> AL A
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:47 PM o e K
To: Amy Million 1 ‘M {}g? i gt
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rall Project! % P

fecvmnons
£

Dear Ms. Miliion,

Fam writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oit frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EiR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Qil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuit in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EiR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-~scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing low fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous il infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentat injustice.

For all these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Victoria Hom-Roan
2668 Handstand Way
California, CA 95377
us




Amy Million

e i R
From: Denise Edwards <denisee478@gmail.com>
Sent: Manday, October 12, 2015 3:46 PM
To: Amy Million TUETE T
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project et b 1

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offtoading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increqses in toxic oir pollution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matier (PM 2.5). Oif trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and walerways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst cose” scenaric is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or abouf 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cafifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primanily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ait these reasons, § urge you, the planning commission and cify council fo deny certification for this EIR and
refect Valero's proposed o frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Denise Edwards

4590 Chippewa L.ane
Redding, CA 24003
Us




Amy Million

From: Grace Shimizu <gshimizu7@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, Ociober 12, 2015 3:44 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Comimunities and Deny Vaiero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concermn about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According io
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create severat “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per irain.

According 10 the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires giong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {abouf 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice,

For alf these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny ceriification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Grace Shimizu

208 Eim St. #3

Bl Cerrito, CA 94530
Us




Amy Million

s i o
From: KATHLEEN KELLER <keHerk@pacbell.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:43 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciiity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poilution to
towns olong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitiic oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dicxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for ail of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resutt in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resutied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without on accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR afso identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing faw to reduce greesnhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majorify of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily iow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

KATHLEEN KELLER

1348 ROCKLEDGE LN
WALNUT CREEK, CA 24595
Us




Amy Million
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From: Nancy Hiestand <nancya0624@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:43 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concermn about Vatero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing ol rains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivatent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spili of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
exisfing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we musi
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasoens, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Nancy Hiestand
526 SOUTH CAMPUS WAY

DAVIS, CA 95616
Us
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Amy Million

From: Elizabeth Fowler <lizzart@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:41 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offioading facility in Benicia. According 1o
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulaie matter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiing "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas, Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The HIR alse wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakola have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollufion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At g time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure,

And findlly, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add 1o a legacy of envircnmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Eizabeth Fowler
Ventura Street

CA, CA 94805
UsS

11




Amy Million

itk S
From: Gudrun Hall <zwilling@ca.astound.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:38 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valerc's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam wiriting with serious concem about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increqses in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail roufe and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1.500 cars each, or 4.500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for il of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wettands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case™ scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlons, the train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
dota on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR diso identifies "significant aond unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent beiow 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought ond infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an andalysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and cf color.
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of environmentat injustice.

For ali these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Gudrun Hail
3505 northwood

concord, CA 94520
Us
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From: Bernadine Deckard <bmnrp@acl.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:38 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading faciiity in Benicia. According to
the environmential impact report {EiR), this project would create severai significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oit frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns atong the raii route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER ideniifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gations. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 miliion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worsf-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At g time of exitreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental{justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Yalero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Bernadine Deckord
150 Rankin Way Apti3

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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From: Benjamin Lashbaugh <benjihowe@att.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:37 PM
fo: Amy Million
Subject: Protect OQur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Milion,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ail frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic dir poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumuilative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require @ puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Bakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scencrio analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Californiar’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent pbelow 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census daia has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarity low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For aft these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Benjamin Lashbaugh
304 Sheldon Avenue

Mount Shasta, CA 96067
UsS
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From: mishel adolph <misheldenizb3@gmail.com> )
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:35 PM . |
To: Amy Million §
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project]

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Vaiero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poilution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol irains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaflons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, cleon energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maiority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alf these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
mishel adolph
429 montetey st

vsilejo, CA 94590
us
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From: Michele Coakley <mygacky@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:33 PM

To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec‘{k
Dear Ms. Millicn,

f am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oif train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR). this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the retinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per rain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised LR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 ievels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an anailysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-desighated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you. the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Michele Coakley
2154 Benita Drive, Apt. 3

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
us
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From; Bob Atwood <bobatwoodo0@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:33 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR). this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near ihe refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}. Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulafive risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ail of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resutt in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gatlons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR afso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Californic's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissicns by 2050. At a time of exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast mdjority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated envirenmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerlification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Bob Atwood
248 Boulder CrDr #8

CA, CA 96003
us
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Fromu Henry Martinez <martinezhj@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:33 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wrifing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offfoading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts™
thal could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptabie increases in foxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have thvee
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yef-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in Wesi Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts thai conflict with California’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 parcent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majerity of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmental-justice communifies - primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cedification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Henry Martinez
4180 San Juan Dr.

Pittsburg, CA 94565
us
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From; Sue Ghilotti <sueg@colfaxnet.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:54 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For ong, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide. nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matier (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
couid result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 miliion gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR diso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmentdl injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminat in Benicia.,

Sincerely,
Sue Ghilotti
.0, Box 803

Colfax, CA 95713
Us
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From: Jan Malizan <d-street@cwo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:59 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concemn about Valero's proposed ot frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my cormmunity.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expecied to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
fowns clong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of h?e long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have aiso resufted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannet be approved.

the revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, turge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed off train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jan Malizan
2505 D Street

Sacramento, CA 95816
us

20




Amy Million

R
From: Sherrill Futrell <safutrelt@ucdavis.edu>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 3:59 PM
To: Amy Millien
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Mifion,

Fam writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oll frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
thot could harm my community.

For one, bringing oi trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns atong the raii route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER ideniifies increases in nitic oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulaie maiter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have fhree
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the BEIR, the cumulative visk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ol of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yel-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are set 1o 30 mph in most aregs. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or akout 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resutted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR alsc identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who wilt be harmed by this
project five in EP A-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentat injustice.

For ati these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain termindd in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Sherill Futrell
15V inner Cir

Davis, CA 95418
Us
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From: David Brooks <poppaotterl@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:00 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear mMs. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According io
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oif trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}. Qil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mdinline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This inciudes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damaoge and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannof be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental{ustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice,

For att these reasons, L urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminagl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
David Brooks
113 Canyon Rim Drive

Folsom, CA 25630
Us
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From: Susan Allsbrook <fosisue@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 401 PM
To: Amy Miilion
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my cormmunity.

For one, bringing oit frains into Benicia is expected to creaie unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buili DOT-117 cars, which require a punclure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damoge and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways,

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
goilions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spifled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cajching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For ali these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this HR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Susan Alisbrook
1860 Lone Oak Rd

Brentwood, CA 94513
us
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From: Roxanne Moger <roxanne lmoger@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4.04 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create severdl “significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing of! frains info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air poilution to
towns aiong the rait rovte and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size fypically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explesicns and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even white current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gdilons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
dafa on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing low to reduce greenhocuse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated envircnmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legocy of environmental injustice.

For aif these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Roxanne Moger
2340 42nd 5t

Sacramento, CA 95817
Us
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From: Kevin Mulvey <kevin.muivey@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:06 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts®
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the raii route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for aif of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even white current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about &0 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenaric analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

fn addition, the financial liabiiity in cases of catastrophic accidents like these will without question fall back in
large part on the taxpayers in the State of California and our local communities. Corporations may be people
as far as the Supreme Court is concemned, but these "people” find many and various ways to avoid their
responsibilities by deciaring bankruptcy and shielding assets when the day to pay comes due.,

The revised EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oit train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Kevin Mulvey

1048 Alleen St
Oakland, CA 94608
Us
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From: Amy Prosser <amprosser@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:10 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero’s Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Vailero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, biinging ol trains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivatent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anatysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidabile” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At ¢ fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For aif these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this FiR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminat in Benicio.

Sincerely,
Amy Prosser
5311 Sierra Avenue

Richmond, CA 94805
Us
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From: Becky Gottowski <bgottowski@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:11 PM

To: Amy Mitlion

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unaveoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the BIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Qil trains of this size fypically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EiR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maintine "would be
significant for aft of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which reguire a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
couid result in significant loss of iife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waierways.

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spited more than 1.6 mifiion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentakiustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed gil frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Becky Gottowski
5451 Alpine ct

CA, CA 95969
us
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From: Cynthia Fernandez <cynfer61@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:14 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offltoading faciity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing ¢il trains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic dir poillution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
signiticant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buiit DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The BIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaflons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 miliion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an aeccurate worsi-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR diso identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with Californig’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Appraving this project will only add 1o alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Cynthia Fernandez
1400 Pinnacle Court #109

Point Richmond, CA 94801
Us
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From: Connie Day <one_sunny_day@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:19 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offfoading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my communily,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to creale unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide. benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
dieset engings emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wouid be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are setf to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage ond contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The tIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia's
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dongerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an anaiysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmenitakjustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Connie Day
1650 Maring Way

Cdlifornia, CA 95835
us
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From: lynda Comerate <lyndacomerate@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:19 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Million,

[ am wiiting with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts®
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains infe Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic oir pollution fo
towns aiong the rdit route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size fypically have three
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for aif of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waierways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gadlons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 miflion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unaveidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of colar.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and cily council 1o deny certfification for this IR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Lynda Comerate
13770 Finch Ct

California,, CA 95954
Us
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From: Kerry Macinnes <kerry.macinnes@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:21 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

It
f
|
!

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciiity in Benicia, Accarding to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptabie increases in toxic air poliution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide. benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oit trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires aleng the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areos. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious weflands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that refiects existing
data on recent spils, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heal waves, we must
invest in safe. clean energy rather than dangerous il infrastructure.,

And finally, an andalysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Kerry Maclnnes
3589 Walnut Street

Lafayetie, CA 94549
us
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From: Dennis Daigle <daiglem@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:21 PM
To: Amy Millton
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with sericus concern about Valero's proposed oil irain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic dir pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery, Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Olf frains of this size typicaily have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According to the EIR, the cumuiative tisk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of ondy 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Méegantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million galions of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ot infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
proiect live in EPA-designated snvironmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to @ legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil irain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Dennis Daigle
2912 Winding Lane
CA, CA 94531
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From: Janette Wolf <janette wolf@sbceglobal net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:15 PM r
To: Amy Miltion §
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeé

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, niirogen
dioxide, sultur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil irains of this size typicaily have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require @ punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage ond contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gatlions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on receni spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdlifornia's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-deasignated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo alegocy of environmental injustice,

For ail these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny ceriification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ot train terminal in Benicia.

Sinceretly,

Janette Wolf

510 Grant Court
Cualifornia, CA 94510
us
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From: Nancy Cremer <ncremer29@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:13 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil irain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine pariiculate matter (PM 2.5). O frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires aleng the Union Pacific mainliine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are sef fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
couid result in significant loss of life, leng-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spili of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 80 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have olso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anaiysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR dlso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent beiow 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentai-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Nancy Cremer

921 Park View Ct
Stockion, CA 95205
us
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From: francis mangels <bioguy0311@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, Octeber 12, 2015 5:13 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}. this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine “would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resutt in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannct be approved.

The revised LIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gos emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an andlysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentdl injustice.

For all these reasons, [ urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

francis mangels

736 pine ridge

it shasta, CA 76067
Us




Amér Miilion

From: K Strasser <Fineartforme@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:12 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Milion,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offfoading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air polivtion to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oif trains of this size typically have three
diese! engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galtons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” cimate impacts that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an anailysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project iive in EPA-designated environmenial-{justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

K Strasser

2582 pine st
Mariinez, CA 24553
us




Fronu: Iris Noren <catfancier1986@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:12 PM

To: Amy Million '
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project Hie

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oi frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmential impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oll frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns aiong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Gil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per irain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 miph in most areas. Just one accident
couid result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars. or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spifled more than 1.6 milfion gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginic, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenaric analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 leveals and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe. clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finailly, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designaled environmenialjustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this ER and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Iris Noren

10020 Hampiton Oak Drive
Elk Grove, CA 95624

us




Amy Million

S o s
From: Elizabeth Adan <eliz_adanl®yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect CGur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projed G

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptabile increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns clong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically fhe EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poltution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areos. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spitted more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andalysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifiss "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas polivtion by 80 percent betow 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oii infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designaied environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Adan

4419 Rollingrock Way
Carmichael, CA 95608
us




Amy Million

e S
From: Lindalee Ausejo <llausejo@peoplepc.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:12 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading faciiity in Benicia. According to
ihe environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create severdl "significant and unavoidabile impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one., bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic dir pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dicxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emilling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per rain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life. long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious weflands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario s a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing low to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At o time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be hamed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - orimarily low-income and of color.
Appraving this project will only add to a legacy of envirenmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the plonning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Lindalee Ausejo
5807 Charles Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530
us




Amy Million
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From: Angelica Vallin <zoylatapatia@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:11 PM 19
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Cur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project e
Dear Ms. Milion,

I'am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts"
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oll frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery, Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 30 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

the EIR also wrongiy assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaflons. The train that incinerated Loc-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 0 ianker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anatysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR dlso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduciion of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census dafa has shown that a vast majority of people who will be hammed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of envircnmental injustice,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerdification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Angelica Vallin

1381 May Ct
California, CA 94520
Us




Amy Million

From: Brad Kilger

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:10 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: FW: Crude by rail

From: Paut Modjesky imaito:modjesky@gmail.comj
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:31 PM

To: Brad Kitger <BKilger@ci.benicio.ca.us>

Subject: Crude by rail

Dear Benicia Officials,

I'd like to take a moment to reaffirm my sentiments during the inifiai comment period on the Draft FR for
Valero's proposed project.

| support more local jobs.

I support more local construction projecis.

Fsupport continued investment in Benicia's business park.

I support significant tax revenues that fund vital city services.

| support a company that makes giving back 1o the Benicia community an integral part of ifs business model.

i support the continued refining of American oif and the reduced dependence on foreign oil i provides.

| support Valero in ifs request to expand the capacity within its property to allow for fransporting domestic
crude by rail.

Thank you,

Paul Modjasky

i0
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From: M Coulter <mcoulter@dcn.org>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:09 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ofl train offltoading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR)}, this project would create several "significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil irains info Benicia is expected to create unacceplable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns atong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide. nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oif trains of this size typicailly have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific madiniine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require g punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term econormic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spili of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 millicn gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alalbbaoma and North Dakota have aiso resutfed in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, Af a fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean enargy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown thai a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
M Coulter
P09 12th Street #118

Cdlifornia, CA 95814
us
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From: Stanley Dawson <sdawson@cal.net> :
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:09 PM é
To: Amy Miltion 3
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec’%

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed cil train offloading facility in Benicia. According 1o
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR idenfifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Qil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per irain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-builtt DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gaflons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law {o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 ievels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of exirerme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice,

For all these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny ceriification for this IR and
reject Valero's proposed oif train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Stanley Daowson
2361 Glacier Pl

Davis, CA 95616
Us
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Amy Million
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From: Susan Croissant <s_crowl@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:08 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that couid harm my community.

For one, bringing of trains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just gight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train thot incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Dakota have also resuited in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR afso identifies “significant and unavoidable™ climate impacts that conflict with Californic’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentad injustice.

For alf these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
refect Valero's proposed ol train ferminat in Benicia.,

Sincerely,
Susan Croissant
120 Perkins Avenue

Vallejo, CA 94590
Us
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From: Jeffrey Stone <stonepitis2@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5.05 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

oot

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic dir poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the BIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars ecch, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in mosi areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

the EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Aloboma and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario andlysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR alse identifies "sgnificant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confliict with California’s
existing law {o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 tevels and mave to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finaity, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project iive in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, Hurge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jeffrey Stone
209 Bennett Dr

Yreka, CA 946097
US
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From: Sharon Nicodemus <bream@omsoft.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 457 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offioading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic oir polivtion to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of ife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gaiions of
crude (about &0 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have aiso resuited in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this oroject cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable™ climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily iow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For dil these reasons, | urge you, the planning commiission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Sharon Nicodemus
2710 Danube Dr.

Sacramenio, CA 25821
us
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From: Victor Monjaras <Vickvs.world@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:56 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Million,

{ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several Ssignificant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceplable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns aiong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER ideniifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have ihree
diesel engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulaiive risk of spilis, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maindine “wouid be
significant for all of the tank cor designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240.000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Bakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oit infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census daia has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For dif these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny cerdification for this EIR and
reject Yalero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.,

Sincerely,
Victor Monjaras
3330 Rattlesnake Road

Newcastle, CA 95658 ‘
us
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From: Julie Underwood <julesru@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:56 PM
To: Ay Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

&
.

GO

|
|
|

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR ideniifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emilting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills. explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one aocident
could result in significant loss of fife, fong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

the revised ER also identifies "significant and unavoidable” cimate impacts that conflict with California’s
exishing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be hamed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the pkanning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oit train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Julie Underwood
8934 Vincent ave

Fair Oaks, CA 95628
Us
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From: nicolette froehlich <nikkifroehlich@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 455 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero’s Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project woutd create several "significant and unaveidable impacts”
thaot could harm my community.

For cne, bringing oll trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic dir poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for al of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 30 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR alsoc wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatlions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with Cdlifornia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe. clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure,

And finaily, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primexily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will enly add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For dll these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valere's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
nicelette froehilich
25902 n, fuhrman rd,

acampo, CA 9
us
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From: John Scott <jobn_lewis_scott@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:55 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concermn about Vdlero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EiR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptabie increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nildc oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matier (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenaric is o spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gailons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginic, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannct be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At d fime of extreme drought and intense heai waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primaily low-income and of color,
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council te deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
John Scott
4370 Tao Way

Butte Valley, CA 95965
us
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From: BILLIE TALAMANTES <b_talamantes@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:55 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proj

Deor Ms. Milion,

Fam wrifing with sericus concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitfrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Ot trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivatent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,560 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are setf to 50 mph in most areas. Jusi one accident
could result in significant loss of life, iong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gailons of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Dakota have glso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councll o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain termingi in Benicia.

Sincerely,
BiLLIE TALAMANTES
1841 5. OLIVE AV

CA, CA 95215
Us
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From: Marjorie Koldinger <kolding@pacbel.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms, Miliion,

t am writing with serfous concemn about Valero's proposed oll frain offloading facility in Benicia. According 1o
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Qil rains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-builf DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, iong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galtons. The train that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabamao and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catfching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 tevels and move to an 80 percent
reduciion of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who wilt be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarity low-income and of color.
Approving this project wili only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny cerification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Marjorie Koldinger
1339 44th St

sacramento, CA 95819
us
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From: Jeanne Shelsky <Jeannes4home@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:47 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with sericus concern about Valera's proposed off train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this projiect would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns along the rai route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nilric oxide, nitrogen
dicxide, sutfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EiR, the cumulative risk of spiils, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wettands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
dalions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spited more than 1.4 milion gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurale worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data onrecent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also ideniifies "significont and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poilution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oit infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-ustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil irain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jeanne Shelsky
384 Indian Cliffs Dr

Chico, CA 925973
Us
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From: Julie Peters <julpetl@pacbell.net>
Sent: Monday, Octaber 12, 2015 4:45 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit frains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
iowns aliong the raif route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
clioxide, sutfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars. which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one cccident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The ERR alsoc wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenaric is a spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons, The frain that incineraied Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gaftons of
crude {about 60 tanker carsj, and accidents in West Virginia, Alcbama and North Bakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anaotysis that reflects existing
datg on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR alsc identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Califormnia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas polivtion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Al a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrasfructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maiority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain termingd in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Julie Peters
1605 Lindbergh Dr

Concord, CA 94521
Us
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From: bob shaw <blackstar0154@shcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:43 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

I'am writing with serious concern about Valere's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ol trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptabie increases in foxic air pollution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oit trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areos. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spified more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alalbama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unaveidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move {o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an andlysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenialjustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
bob shaw
2643 bradford

west sacramento, CA 95691
us
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Amy Million

From: Ken Lawson <buffalograss@att.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:42 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in 8enicia. According to
the environmental impact report (ER), this project would create severat “significant and unavoidabile impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to creaie unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulale matter {PM 2.5). Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent polfution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires glong the Union Pacific mdinfine "would be
significant for ait of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waierways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gations. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milfion galions of
crude {obout 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catehing fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised ER also identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conilict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangercus off infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit fo deny cerlification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincersly,
Ken Lawson
61 Mud Creek Road

Cohasset, CA 95973
us
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From: Julie Sasacka <sasaokaj@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 440 PM
To: Amy Million -
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proje

Deagr Ms. Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental iImpact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected 1o create unacceptable increases in {oxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil irains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require ¢ punciture
resistance of only 18 mph sven while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areos. Just one accident
could result in significant foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Meganfic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.4 milion galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulled in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecs existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EiR also identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with Calitornia's
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of exireme drought and intense heal waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
proiect live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed cil irain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jutie Sascoka
1082 tilley cir

concord, CA 94518
us
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From: melissa mitler <califpoppy55@yahoo.com>

Sent: Maonday, October 12, 2015 4:39 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Vdlero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create severatl "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, tringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per rain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "wauld be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant ioss of lite, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR clso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unaveoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
melissa miller
80 west hookston rd.

pleasant hill, CA 94523
us
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From: Kiku Dong <Kikuyel8@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:32 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Raii Project

Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicid. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increaqses in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier {PM 2.5). Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maintine "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resuli in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR aiso wrangly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and gccidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cors caiching fire. Without an accuraie worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
dotia on recent spills, this project connot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidabile” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, cleon energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopte who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll irain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Kiku Dong
4040 Fairlands Dr.

Pleasanton, CA 24588
Us
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From: Sveinn Olafsson <olafsson@earthlink.net>
Sent; Monday, October 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

As a biologist, and citizen, | am writing with serious concern about Valero's propoesed ol frain offloading facility
in Benicia. According to the envircnmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several 'significant
and unaveoidable impacts” thai could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic dir poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificaily the ER identifies increases in nilric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollufion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-bulll DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of iust eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gafions of
crude {about &0 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resutted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate waorst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable™ climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a time of exfreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrasiructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenialjustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain termingt in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Sveinn Olafsson
P.O. Box 401

Canyon, CA 94514
us
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From: Paul Modjesky <modjesky@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:31 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Crude by rail

Dear Benicia Officials,

i'd like to take a moment o reaffirm my sentiments during the initial comment pericd on the Draft EIR for
Valero's proposed project.

| support more jocal jobs.

I support more local construction projects.

Fsupport continued investment in Benicia's business park.

[ support significant tax revenues that fund vital city services.

I support a company that makes giving back to the Benicia community an integral part of its business model,

| support the conlinued refining of American oill and the reduced dependence on foreign oll it provides.

{support Valero in its request to expand the capacity within its property to allow for transporting domestic
crude by rail.

Thank you,

Paul Modjesky
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From: janice jones <jan@metrostation.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:27 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ofl train offioading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to creale unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns ciong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suliur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2,5). Ot frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "woutd be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Catifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pofiution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off infrastructure,

And finaily, an anailysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentdal injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny cerfification for this BR and
refject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
janice jones
2612 fulare av

el cerrito, CA 94530
Us
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From: jon erickson <jonjerickson@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:27 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail P

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oif trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spifls, explosions and fires aong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for alt of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set e 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The IR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude [about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and Norih Dakota have also resutted in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis thaf reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cdlifornia's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finaily, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
jon enckson
4011 57th St

Sacramento, CA 95820
us
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From: D Ashurst <retiredcat@dm-tech.com>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 4:24 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project |

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmentat impact report (ER), this project would creote several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies incredases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size fypically have three
diesel engines emitling the eguivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
rasisfance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resutt in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gaifons, The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gaflons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidenis in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire, Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis thot reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies “significant and unavoidable” climaote impacis that conflict with California’s
existing taw to reduce greenhouse gas poltution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
D Ashurst
22834 Valley Vista Drive

Corning, CA 96021
us
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From: Alicia Jackson <Lametreza@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:22 PM
To: Amy Miltion
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project ii |

i
|
|
i

lel

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed cil train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air polivtion fo
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR idenfifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require ¢ puncture
rasistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most arecs. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tarker cars calching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannoct be approved,

the revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljusfice communities - primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project wilt only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, { urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincersly,
Alicia Jackson
401 Goheen Circle

Vailejo, CA 94591
us
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From: Janet Soderstrom <janet.socderstrom@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 523 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oll frain offloading facifity in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report {EIR), this proiect would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that coutd harm my community.

For one, bringing oif trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns along the rai reute ond near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollufion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulaiive risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for alf of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DCT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resulf in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of cur precious wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gatllons. The train that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gallons of
crude [about 40 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR dalso identifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
exisiing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliufion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 perceni
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

For aif these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Janet Soderstrom
30 SAN PIEDRAS PL

Cdilifornia, CA 94583
LS
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From: Janet Soderstrom <janet.soderstrom@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:23 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valerco's Raill Project
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valerg's proposed oil rain offioading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR], this project would create several “significant and unavoeidable impacts”
that could harm my communily,

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptabie increases in foxic air poliution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide. nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Qil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are set o 50 meh in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scencario analysis that reflects existing
dota on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conilict with Cdlitornia's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas ernissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And finally, an andilysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of pecple who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmenial-ustice communities - primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of envirenmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council ¢ deny certification for this BIR and
regject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sinceratly,
Janet Sodersirom
30 SAN PIEDRAS PL

California, CA 94583
Us
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From: Ro LoBianco <zoolojesi@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:25 PM
To: Amy Milkon
Subject: Valero's Rail Project

Daar Ms. Million,

My family and | are Benicia residents. We are deeply concerned about Valero's proposed oi train offloading
facility in Benicia. According to the environmentat impact report (EIR}, this project would creaie several
"significant and unavoidable impacis” that couid harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to creale unacceptabie increases in toxic dir poliviion to
towns along the rail route ond near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data onrecent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts thai conflict with Cdalifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that g vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, my family and | ask the planning commission and city council to deny cerification for this
EIR and reject Valero's proposed off train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Ro LoBianco
PO Box 1024

Benicia, CA 94510
S
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From: Mary McKinney <marmck@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:26 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmentat impact report (EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harmm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesei engines emitfing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific maintine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisfance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 56 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gafions. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significaont and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
exisiing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Mary McKinney
1904 Carzino Court

Concord, CA 94521
us
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From: Jeanne Greene <jeanneg.2002@gmail.com> e T
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:27 PM -oElve

To: Amy Million ot e § 8 B
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projecti” | all §4 20 J

Dear Ms. Milion,

| am wiiting with serious concem about Valero's proposed ofl train offloading facility in Benicia. According 1o
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pofiution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each. or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buitt DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The: EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gdllons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gaflons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o o legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission anct city council fo deny cerlification for this EIR and
refect Valero's proposed oil frain terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jeanne Greene
6 Morning Rose Way

Chico, CA 95928
us
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From: Di Brown <djbrown2210@att.net>

Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:30 PM

To: Amy Million ;
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project i
Dear Ms. Million,

{ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my cormmunity.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected 1o create unacceptable increases in foxic dir pollution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Speciiically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
cioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parlicuiote matier (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills. explosions and fires along the Unien Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one cccident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenarnio is o spifl of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have also resutted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unovoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in sate, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenialjustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this £IR and
reject Valero's proposed oll frain ferminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
DJ Brown
903 FARM HOUSE LN

Cdlifornia, CA 95765
Us
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From: Cheryl A. Aaron <cherylaaron@msn.com>
Sent: Manday, October 12, 2015 5:35 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report [EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidoble impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expecied to creale unacceptabie increases in foxic dir polivtion to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nilric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Olf trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and confamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or aboui 240,000
gaflons, The frain that incinerafed Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have dlso resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spifis, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pollufion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a ime of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that @ vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenialustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o alegacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning cormmission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Cheryl A. Aaron
55 E. Marquette Road

Chicago, IL 60637
Us
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From: Dennis Micke <tech.noid@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:36 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oif train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one. bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns atong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulaie matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emiifing the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resisfance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
coutd result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and coniamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

the tIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabamae and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous olf infrastructure.

And finaily, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Dennis Micke
Sutheriand

Auburmn, CA 95603
us
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From: Barbara Gladfelter <bbgladfelter@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:36 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Deaor Ms. Million,

 am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ofl train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR). this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ofl frains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificaily the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have ihree
dieset engines emifting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
sighificant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yvet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are setf fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
coutd result in significant loss of life, long-ferm economic damage ond contamination of our precicus wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gations. The irain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate inypacts that contflict with California's
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas polluiion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project ive in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ail these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Vaiero's proposed ot frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Barbara Giadfelter
225 Archer Place

Dixon, CA 95620
us
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From: Jim Reynolds <jim2301@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:38 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Miliion,

L am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offfoading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (ER), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expecied {o create unaccepiable increases in toxic dir poliution fo
towns clong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matier (PM 2.5). O trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while cument speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage ond contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gollons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabarma and North Dakota have also resuited in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas polluiion by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, At o fime of exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project five in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed il frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Jim Reynolds
2301 Ball Min Rd

Montague, CA 26064
us
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From: Diane Bailey <Diane3bailey@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 545 PM
To: Amy Million g
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project”
|
E (A

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increasas in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sultur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5}, Qit trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the notyet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resutted in
20 or more fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Californic's
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous il infrastructure.,

And finally, an andlysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by his
mroject ive in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.,

For alf these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Diane Bailey
501 middlesex road

Belmont, CA 24002
us
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From: Robin Anderson <goodrobingoodfellow@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 5:46 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms, Million,

| am writing with serious concern about Vaiero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide. sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed iimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or atxout 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resuited in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spilfls, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At o fime of extreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastructure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

For dil these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed off train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Robin Anderson
1850 Dineen St,

Mariinez, CA 94553
us
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From: Cheryl Reynolds <clapperail@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, October 12, 2015 6:43 PM
To: Ay Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create severdl "significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oit frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for ali of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-builti DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while curment speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant toss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precicus wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the “worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight fonker cars, or about 240,000
gallons, The troin that incinerated Loc-Méganidic, Quebec in July 2013 spited more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 80 tanker cars), and accidentds in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurafe worst-case-scenaric analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this proiect cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also idendifies "significant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will anly add o o legacy of environmental injustice.,

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valerc's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Cheryl Reynolds

5460 Concord Bivd. E
CA, CA 94521

us






