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From: Iris Chynoweth <iris@stinet>
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 8:2% PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project Y B VE % 12
| L
ﬁg 7o |
g i
Dear Ms. Million, mm:?Zi}lf‘fﬁl%l%puem(

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 increases in toxic air pollution to
towns aiong 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 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 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 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 spiff 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 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 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 exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off 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 - primarity fow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentat injustice.

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

Sincerely,

Iris Chynoweth

4954 Ponderosa Way
Midpines, CA 95345
Us
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From: nando a. <nandoof3@earthlink.net>
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 7:52 PM
To: Amy Million CEIVE ﬁ
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project w

Gy OF BERTCIA
COMMUNITY DEVELDPMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

the ignorance of men is the enemy of mama nature why is it that the most educated people commit the worst
crimes against nature and humanity2

men has furn earth into a painful place for all living beings...when you do wrong nothing goes unpunished Stop
the war against the environment by men 1 blame you for being cruel

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 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 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 rain.

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
could result in significant loss of fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The ER 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 gations 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 reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies “significant and unavoidable” ciimate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo 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 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 iive 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 councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

nando a.

164625 kent des moines rd
des moines, WA 98198
us
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From: Annette Purther <purther@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 1.02 AM 7 _ e
To: Amy Million ECEIVE gm‘%
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project %j

QT 27 2%

TY OF BENICIA

CITY OF B &
COMMUNITY DEVEL OFMENT

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 several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ofl 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}, Oil 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 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 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 gatlons 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 idenfifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that confiict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution 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 than dangerous oil 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 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 certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Annette Purther
PO Box 1011
Alta, CA 95701
Us



Amy Million
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From: lulia Stancliffe <stjulial004@msn.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 8:38 AM
To: ' Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
TV OE BENIGIA
COMMUNITY DETELDPMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

tam 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 il 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 idenfifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of ihis 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 glong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ot 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 aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,600
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 resulied in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, his project cannot be approved.

The revised ER also identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cailifornia’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 2030. 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 3his
project live in EPA-designated environmentai-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 cerfification for this FIR and
refect Valerg's proposed ol train termincgt in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Julia Stancliffe

30335 310th §t,

New Hartford, 1A 50660
us




Amy Million
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From: Mark Janzaruk <mjanz@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 9:03 AM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Mitlion,

Fam writing with serious concermn 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 irains 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, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emiting 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 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 "waorst 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 spitled more than 1.4 million galions 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-scenaric anailysis 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 low 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 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 aill these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed off train terminai in Benicia.,

Sincerely,

Mark Janzaruk

po box 171
California, CA 95959
s -
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From: Maurene Drew <maidenmolly@yashoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 11:06 AM
To: Amy Million - f:' iV E
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project; ™% | »
LI P 05
LOCT 27 A0
; 7Y OF BENICIA
{;{JM”’ENME?‘{ DEVELOPMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serous 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 trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the raii 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 train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, expiosions 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 16 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 woaterways.

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 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 also identifies "significant and unaveidable” 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 infense hecﬁ waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oif 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 environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of enviranmental 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 frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Maurene Drew
1799 Lindo St
Benicia,, CA CA
Us
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From: Julie jones <jilalexander@yahoo.com> o w
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Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 11:38 AM S ECEIVE %’“’”‘%
To: ‘ Amy Million N o ‘ FE ey 57 908 L
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project t AP

Dear Ms. Million,

Iam writing with serious concern about Vatero's proposed oil 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 to create unacceptable increases in toxic cir pollution 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). Qi trains of this size typically have ihree
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-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 wetiands
and walerways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaftons. 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
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 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 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 o legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny cerfification for this EiR and
reject Valero's proposed oit frain terming! in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Julie Jones

505 Sorrel Court
Benicia, CA 94510
s
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From: Lisa Reynolds <benicialisa@gmail.com>
Seni: Saturday, October 24, 2015 11:55 AM
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 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 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). 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 mainiine "would be
significant tor alf 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 limils 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 wettands
and waierways.

The EIR aiso 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 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 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 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 fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincereily,
Lisa Reynolds
385 West K St

Benicia, CA 94510
Us
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From: Caryt Casden <Casdenc@aol.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 12:02 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 oit frain offloading 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 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 ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically eihave 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 mainiine “would be
significant for all 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
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 spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Meégantic, 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 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
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 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 environmentaljustice 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 councit to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Caryl Casden
220 Dundee wau

Benicia, CA 94510
uUs
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From: Erin crompton <laurelg26@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 12:29 PM
To: Amy Milfion ?% = CEIVET
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeg %@@ r

ClacT 27

L T DR BENICI
F1RTY O1F IRPRENT

Dear Ms. Million, COMMURNITY DEVELD!

I am wriling with serious concern about Valero's proposed oif train offfoading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmentat 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 air poliution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate maiter (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 along the Union Pacific maointine "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 10 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
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about &0 fanker 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 spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significont and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Californida’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 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 yvou, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Erin crompion
99 Banbury WaY

benicia, CA 94510
Us
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Am‘y Million

From: Cathleen Dorinson <cdorinson@hotmait.com:>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 8:36 PM

To: Amy Million T T,

Subject: RE: Public comment on Valero crude-by-rail project %‘ﬂg ECELY §§ %
i i F
BB » | R
"ROCT 27 Wb E g

Principal Planner, Benicia Community Development Deparfment Amy Million,

Pear Mrs. Miltion,

I am writing to ask you to not aliow Valero's proposed oil irain offioading facility in Benicia fo be buill.
According fo the EIR, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis” that could
devastate the Benecia community.

It wilt create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution for communities all along the rail route and near the
refinery from toxins and known carcinogens inciuding increased poilution from NOx, sulfur dioxide, PM 2.5, and
benzene.

According to the EIR. the cumulative risk of spills, explosions, and fires glong the UPRR mainiine "would be
significant for aif of the fank car designs,” including the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars. Such a disasier could result in
significant loss of life, long-term economic ioss, and contamination of our precious wettands and waterways This
level of risk is clso unaccepiable,

The EIR ciso assumes the “"worst case” scenario is a spill of 8 tanker cars, or about 240,000 gallons. The train that
incinerated Lac-Méganfic, Québec in July 2013 spilled over 1.6 million gailons of crude, or about 60 tanker cars.
The BEIR must assume a worst case scenario thal reflects existing daia on recent spills. Without an accurate worst
case scenario andalysis, this project can not be approved.

The revised EIR identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conflict with California’s existing
climate low mandating the state move to an 80% reduction of greenhouse gas by 2050. At a time when
wildfires are raging and the drought is more dire than ever, it is imperative we invest in safe, clean energy rather
than extreme oil infrastructure,

In addition, the vast majority of people who will be impacted by this project live in primarily low-income and
communities of color. Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental racism in communities
living along the rait routes.

Please do not certify this EIR. And reject Vdlero’s proposed o frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Cathleen Dorinson

PO Box 267
Point Reyes Station, Colorado 94956-0267

<http://click.actionnetwork.org/mpss/o/6gAKEWXAA/ Trm/ROXRIROSQsaU JUbFA0zPgA /o gif>
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Amy Million

s SR
From: Kate Schmidi <katya@kateschmidt.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 12:35 PM
RN bz =

To: Amy Million 5% ECEIVE ‘

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project g‘% 7 ﬁg
OCT 27 2065 |

[
CHY OF HOIA
COMMUNITY DEE’%L’EPMENT

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 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 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 irain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainling "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 curent speed limits are set o 5¢ 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 aiso 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 1.4 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-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 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-designaied environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of coior.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of envircnmentdal injustice.

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

Silncerely,
Kate Schmidt
516 Monterey St

Cadlifornia, CA 94590
N
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Ammy Million

s SR
From: Kathleen Maddox <Kathleen.maddox@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 12:45 PM
To: Amy Million = 1%
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valere's Rail Project ECELY E
peT 27 0B

- CITY OF BonlCis

Dear Ms. Million, | COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

I am writing with serious concemn about Valero's proposed oil train offloading faciiity in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR}, this project would create several “significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that coutd harm my community.

For one, bringing ofl frains into Benicia is expecied 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 particuiate matier (PM 2.5}, Olf 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 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 1o 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of fife, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR diso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The frain that incineraled Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 miliion gallons of
crude {aboui 40 lanker 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 analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts thot conflict with California'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 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 live in EPA-designaled 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 councll fo deny certification for this &R and
reject Valero's proposed oil train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Kathleen Maddox
742 Cheryl Dr

Benicia, CA 94510
Us
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Amy Million

g
From: Maryellen Routette <maryroulette@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 1:39 PM - T
¢ & . o k h
To: Amy Million %ZB ECEIVE @.
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project il e B
! g i d aer 27 20 |

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 creafe several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that coutd harm my community.

For one, bringing off frains info Benicia is expected o 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}, 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 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-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 owr 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
galions. The train 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 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 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 finally, an andiysis 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 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 oit train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Maryelien Roulette
345 East K st

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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Amy Million

e
From: Suneet Srivastava <suneetforcharity@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 2:37 PM _ ey
To: Amy Million E% ECEIVE ?
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projecig | P »
oCT 27 206
CITY OF BEMCIA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Dear Ms. Million,

f am writing with sericus concern about Vaiero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create severa “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil frains info 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, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur 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 mainline "would be
sigrificant 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 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 fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milfion gatlons 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 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 infrastruciure,

And finaily, an anatlysis of census data has shown that a vast mgjority 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 environmentat 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 train termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Suneet Srivastava
100 Logan Avenue

Ontario, ON M4MZMB8
CA
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Amy Million

o i R
From: Cynthia Goin <cgoin@excite.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 2:44 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Milion,

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 oll irains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliufion 1o
towns aiong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nilfic oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, suttur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent polivtion 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 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 fife, 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
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {aboul 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 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
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 dongerous 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-designaied environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo alegacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Cynthia Goin
275 W M 5t

CA California, CA 94510
us
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Amy Million

From: ' John Sodrel <jesodrel@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 3:57 PM
To: | Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
CITY GF BENICIA
CONMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offioading 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 oif trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution fo
fowns 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}, 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 along the Union Pacific mainiine "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 precicus wetands
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 fanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects exisfing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso 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 o 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 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-designaied 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 oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
John Sodrel
1032 Cliffwood Drive

New Albany, IN 47150
Us
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Amy Million

From: Stephan Clifford <Slclifford80@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 4:.08 PM e : e

To: Amy Million g;% ECEIVE ?E
* . e . . . ” ‘”@‘A_ T

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valeros Rail Project i ¢ 8CT 77 906 !w

CITY OF aremilis
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

tam writing with sertous 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 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 nilric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, 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-buitt DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
rasistance of only 18 mph even while cument 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 HEIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is ¢ 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 galions of
crude [about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama 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 dlso identifies "significant and unaveoidable” climate impacts that coniflict 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 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 alegacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Stephan Clifford
449 Aspinwall Drive

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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Amy Million

S

From: ELIZABETH Conner <litlizard75@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 4:23 PM

Ta: Amy Million

Subject; Protect Our Communities and Deny Valere's Rail Project | 5%

Dear Ms. Million,

I arm writing with serious 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 impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing off trains info Benicia is expected fo 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 matter (PM 2.5). Off 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-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 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 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
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Californier’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 exfreme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangercus 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 environmentat-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 off train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
ELIZABETH Conner
88073 Hwy, ¢

AL, AL 36266
us
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Amy Million

From: Jose Ovidie Perez Morel <perezmorel@hotmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 5:44 PM

To: Amy Million

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

] y J % ﬁ ECEIVE g’g

N 1. . b
SROLTI oA e

Dedr Ms, Million, .F%BE NICTA
CRAN U;us Y DEVELOPMENT

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's propased oif train offtoading facility in Benicia. Accorciing 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 info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution o
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). Qif 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
sigrificant for all of the tank cor 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 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
gallons. 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, 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 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 fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastruciure.

And fingily, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-desighated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of coior.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmeniai 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,
Jose Qvidio Parez Morel
27 de Febrero #383-A

D.N., ot 10145
po
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Amy Million

From: Cynthia Wiessner <cindywiessner@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2615 7:30 PM
To: Amy Million MECEIVE ﬁ
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project : %ﬁ&g
OCY 27 205
CITY OF BENITIA
at COMMUNTY DEVELOPMENT
Dear Ms, Million,

fam wiiting with serious concem about Valero's proposed ol 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 cormunity.

For one, bringing ol 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 frains of this size typically have three
dieset 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 mainliine "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 cose” scenario is o 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 milion galions of
crude (about 60 tanker cars}, and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma 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 EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornid’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 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 — primarly 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 to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train ferminal in Benicia.,

Sincerely,
Cynthic Wiessner
Drolette Way

Benicia, CA 94510
Us
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From: Tammy Pierson <Tammybennett77@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 810 PM
To: Amy Million MEORTY
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project %&% CEIVE g}
I OBl pue @ om s !
CROCT 27 A%
o CITY OF BENITIA
Dear Ms. Million, COMMUNITY DEVE OPMENT

I am writing with serious concemn 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 oil frains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable incredases in toxic air pollution to
fowns along the rait 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). Qil irains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

Accarding to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong 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 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 ¢ spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 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
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
recluction 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 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 o 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 oit train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Tammy Pierson
872 Wainwright 5t

Benicia, CA 94510
Us
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From: Gregory Wiessner <gregwiessner@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 8:26 PM
To: Amy Miltion TECEIVEM™
Subject: Protect Qur Commmunities and Deny Valero's Rail Project g"‘% mj
& =

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 coutd harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution 1o
fowns 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 o the EIR, the cumuiative risk of spilis, 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 limils 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 spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than .6 million galions of
crude {about &0 fanker cars}, and accidenis in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have dlso resulied in
20 or more tanker cars cafching 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 poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a lime 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 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 council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Yalero's proposad ol train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Gregory Wiessner
1408 Droletie way

Benicia, CA 94510
Us
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From: Stephanie Adrian <stephsteph994@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, Octoher 24, 2015 8:36 PM
To: Aray Million ML CEIVE
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project % ' : 4.?

: T 27 06

geT 24
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Dear Ms. Million CO*“&?&E{T% D%Efzﬁfcgmam

 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 oit trains into Benicia is expected o 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 matier (PM 2.5). Oil irains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per irain.

According to the EIR, the cumutative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant tor alf 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 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
gaitens. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, 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 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 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 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 aff these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this EiR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicic.

Sincerely,
Stephanie Adrian
2157 Water 5t

WI, Wl 54481
us
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From: geraldine pfau <spirits94510@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 9:38 PM
To: Amy Million ‘
Subject: Protect Cur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projed% = G £ ¥ £ %ﬁ%@%
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Dear Ms. Million, BV EE

L CORMMUNITY D

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 severat “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 pollution to
towns atong 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 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 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 limits are set 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 wetlands
and waterways.,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilf 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 mitlion 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 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 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 will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.,

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

Sincerely,
geraldine pfau
6200 First Street

benicia, CA 74510
us
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From: Denise Hasler <tempeh%4@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 9:42 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 oi train offloading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report [EIR], this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impocts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected to creafe 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). Ol 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 ER, 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 curent 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
ard 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 spilied more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alobama and North Dakota have also resulled 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” climaie impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move io 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 wili 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 dit these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerlification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol train termingi in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Denise Haosler

518 Bavlor Ct
Benicia, CA 94510
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From: John Robertson <almasttherel3@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 9:43 PM T g 3‘; E.E o
To: Amy Million @E ECE té
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project E vy GG
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Dear Ms, Million,

Fam wiiting 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 harm my community.

For one, bringing oft 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 matier (PM 2.5}. Ol frains of this size fypically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poilution 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 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 wellands
ond waterways.

The EIR clso 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 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 o an 80 percent
recduction 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 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 frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
John Robertson

518 Baylor Ct
Benicia, CA 94510
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From: Liam Robertson <tempeh94@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 9:45 PM
To: Amy Million o T PR
F [
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rall Project %? m.i_ % }
VOB e f o AR | EeP
FrecT Fills
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BITY OF BEMNICIS
Dear Ms. Million, COMMUMITY DEVELOPMENT

{ amy writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed o train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {ER), this project would create several significant and unavoeidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing il trains into Benicic is expecied fo create unacceptable increases in foxic gir 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 maiter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the ecuivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per troin,

According o 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 ¢ punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs 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 wetlonds
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaiftons. 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 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 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. 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
projact 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 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.
Liam Robertson

518 Baylor Ct
Benicia, CA 94510

29




Amy Million

From: Dawn Allan <sylvania5940@outlook.com>
Sent: Saturday, October 24, 2015 10:38 PM
To: Amy Million T e e
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project % ECEIVE %;E%
SROCT 27 2B |
. CITVOEE '
Dear Ms. Militon, SOMMUNITY DE

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 ham my community.

For one, bringing oll 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 nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emifting the equivatent 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 mdinline "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 limifs 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 a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaillons. The irain 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 ako 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 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 oil infrastructure,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast maiority 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 o a legacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons, t urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif train terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Dawn Allan
237 E J S

Benicia, CA 94510
Us
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From: Mare Leclerc <marcleclerc2005@videotron.ca>

Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 12:12 AM —
To: Amy Million Ny EiY = ﬁ
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec Q W”’l@

ﬂ %m 27 W5 |
SUY OF BEMIAE

Dear Ms. Million, | COMMUNITY DEY ELOPMENT

I am wiiting with serious concern about Valero's proposed off frain 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 oif trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable incregses in toxic qir poliution 1o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies incraases in nitric 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 eqguivalent 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 mainine "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 ER also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a 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, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anaiysis that reflecis 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 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 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 o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ail these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oft train termindl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Marc Leclerc
4387 Jules-Colas

Monfreal, QC H4) 2R8
CA
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From: desanka sandulovic <ps_293338294@animail.net>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 1:22 AM
To: Amy Million By o M EGCEIVEDRN
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project %s% i
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CFTY OF BENIGIA

Dear Ms. Milion COMMUNITY BEVELOPMENT

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 oit trains info Benicia is expecied 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 particuiate matier (PM 2.5). Oif 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 spilis, 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 darmage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spil 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 galions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidenis in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resuifed 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 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 environmenialjustice communifies - 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 oif train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
desanka sanduiovic
sv. markovica 23

belgrade, ot 11000
SP
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From: Janet Petermann <deadkittys@web.de>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 6:47 AM éjfg = {;; EiY = ?
To: Amy Miltion P, j
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project i et 77 i

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serfous 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 coutd harm my community.

For one, bringing ol trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
fowns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particutate 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 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires atong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for aff of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buitt 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 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 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 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 law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent betow 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 ot 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-{ustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For alt these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Janet Petermann
1312W 4051

Austin, TX 78756
Us

36



Amy Million

From: Grey Issel <avrubbish@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 855 AM

To: Amy Million gﬂ% ECEIVE ™
Subject: Protect Cur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project %ﬁﬁ

COMMUNTY ©

CUTY OF BENILHA

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valere'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 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 frains 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 cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for ol 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 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 aiso 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 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 conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent beiow 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 infrastruciure.

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 environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmentadl injustice,

For ali these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny cerification for this EIR and
reject Valera's proposed ol rain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Grey Issel
1520 E Covell Bivd #5

CA, CA 95616
us =
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Amy Million

R it
From: Jj r <joOannross@gmail.com>
Sent; Sunday, October 25, 2015 2:22 AM " = T
To: Amy Million § E @ = Vo é E
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeci] oeT 57 9 gw
I F o EhT

o

i
[t

CITY OF
COMMUNITY D

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oif 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 ofl frains into Benicio is expected fo create unacceptable incredses in foxic dir poliution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nilric 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 1o 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 puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just cne 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
galions. The train that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gatlions 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 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 exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finalfly, 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 o o legacy of environmenidl 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 terminat in Benicia,

Sincerely,

jr

6439 Gront Avene
Carmichael, CA 25608
Us
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Amy Million

From: Jan Cox Golovich <janlcg@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 11:30 AM e o
To: Amy Million i ECEIVE %}f
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project % - §
OCY 27 208
OF BENICIA
CON ’U~Wr$ ELOPMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

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

For one, bringing &Gl 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 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 tank car designs.” This includes the not-yvet-built DOT-117 cars, which require ¢ 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 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 spil 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 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 “sighificant and unavoidabie” climate impacts that confiict 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 sate, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by ihis
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of cotor.
Approving this project will only add 1o alegacy of environmental injusiice.

For dit these reasons, | 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,
Jan Cox Golovich
179 Harbor Vista Ct.

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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Amy Million

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Ms. Million,

Jackie BONNETTE <Jackiebonnette@comcast.net>
Sunday, October 25, 2015 12:53 P

Amy Miltion

Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

EW R

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 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 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 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 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
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 Dakota have dlso 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 EIR dlso identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1996 levels and move o 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 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 - primanrily 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 councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valere's proposed oil frain termingl in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Jackie BONNETTE
2123 Gotden hilt way
BENICIA, CA 94510
LS
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Amy Million

From: Kimberly Wiley <kwileyl6@hotmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 115 PM %W EFECEIVE g"‘:‘%

To: Amy Million f““"*"gé i }

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project {# § N0y 27 0% St
[

CITY GF BERICIA
Ok 'E”E”\“TY DEVELOFPMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concermn 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 impacis®
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increasss 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 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 cur precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "waorst case™ scenario is ¢ spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The rain 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 diso resulfed in
20 or more tanker cars calching 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 low fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levek 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 il infrastructure,

And finally, 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 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 oit frain terminat in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Kimberly Wiley
72 Chimney Hill Rd

New York, NY 14612
us

41



Amy Million

i Cii o
From: Steven Barry <steven_l0@gmx.de>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 1:47 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valers'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 oll trains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable 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 matier (PM 2.5). Cil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing 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 BOT-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” scenaria 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 galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginio, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate warst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also ideniifies "significant and unavoidable” cimate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing low 10 reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Af 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
proiect live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentail injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Steven Barry
nfa

LA, CA 90223
Uus
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Amy Million

R,
From: Jack McClain <neitzsche2duke@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 1.47 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 environmenial 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 identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide. benzene and fine parliculate 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 fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resisiance 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 precicus wetlands
and waterways.,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case" scenario is a spilt of just sight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled rmore than 1.6 million galions 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 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 a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

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

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

Sincerely,
Jack McClain
P.O. Box 2874

Sacramento, CA 95812
S
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Amy Million

R o
From: Pat Toth-Smith <pattothsmith@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 3,18 PM 5*’*‘:} ECETY E Py
To: Amy Million %ﬁ? = §§
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project : ; 51 77 2 E%Mv‘*’
, T OF BENICTR
COMMUNITY DEVELDPMEN

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam 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 harm my community.

For one, bringing off 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 particutate matter (PM 2.5), Qil frains of this size fypically 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 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
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 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” climaie impacts that confiict with Californics
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, clean energy rather than dangerous oil 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 EP A-desighated environmentaljustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmenial injustice.

For afl 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,
Pat Toth-Smith
315 WK St

CA, CA 94510
Us
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Amy Million

T R i
From: Fileen Wunderlich <blackheadset@web.de>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 4:12 PM
To: Amy Million M ECCIVE s
ar R . ] - ek i
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project gﬁw% i gé
“Hocray oo e
CITY OF BENICIE
COMMURITY DEVELDBMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concem 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 frains into Benicia is expected fo create uncacceptable increases in toxic air poliution fo
towns along the rail rovte and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine pariiculate 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 mainiine *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 limils 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 thot incinerafed 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 andlysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, his project cannot be approved.

The revised EiR dlso identifies “significant and unavoidable” climaie 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 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 a legacy of environmental injustice,

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

Sincerely,
Fileen Wunderlich
1017 Washington Ave

Houston, TX 77002
us
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Amy Million

VSRS
From: Phyllis Hartzell <phyllishartzell@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 4:40 PM s - s
To: Amy Million = CEIVE E %
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Raii Project W% o e
FRHOCTET BB
O RENICIA
oMLY DEVELDRMENT

Dear Ms. Miliion,

I am writing with serious concem about Valero'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 could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificailly the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size fypically have three
digsel 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 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 areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious weflands
and waferways.

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 diso 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 identifies "significant and unavoidable” climaie 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 exfreme 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 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 aii 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,
Phvllis Hartzel
420 West K Sireet

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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Amy Million

iy i
From: Bronwen Walters <bronwen.walters@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 5:19 PM MECEIVE ™
To: Amy Million i%'”% g |
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proje:% Sopy e ok e

CITY OF B
COMMUNITY OB

Dear Ms. Million,

It am writing with sericus concern about Valero's proposed il 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 expecied to create unaccepiable 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, suifur dioxide, benzene ond fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have ilvee
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 fimits 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 240,600
galions. 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 Daokota 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 impacis that conflict with California’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gos 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 maijority 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 cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Bronwen Waiters
12356 N.E. Brigantine Crt

Washington, WA 98346
Us

52



Amy Million

TR i
From: Phyllis Ingerson <pingerson@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 5:33 PM
To: ‘ Amy Million g&ﬁ E {; E = g&’%{
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project gé% . g %
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Dear Ms. Million, LY DEVELOPMENT

 am 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 oil frains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns aiong 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 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-buili 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
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
gations, 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 diso resulted in
20 or more fanker 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 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 exirerne 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 peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentai-jusiice 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 BIR and
reject Valero's proposed off train terminai in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Phyllis ingerson
696 Regis Court

Benicia, CA 94510
Us
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From: Denise Tratolatis <dtratolatis@att.net>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 5:45 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

Farn writing with serious concerm about Valero's proposed off frain offloading focility in Benicia, According fo
the environmentadl impact report {EIR), this project would create several 'significant ond unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit trains into Benicic s expected to create unacceptable incregses in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificaily 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 to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
sighificant for ol 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 limifs are sef 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
galions. 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 hove 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 EIR also identfifies "significant and unavoidabkle” 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 greennhouse 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 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 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 Valero's proposed ol frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Denise Tratolatis
20 Miranda Lane

Stratford, CT 06615
Us
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From: monica leavitt <r00t99@fastmail.fm>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 5:50 PM
To: Amy Million Ry
subject: i sRailproject [ £ O £ 1V E 1Y
ubjec Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project i%@? Eﬂwwi
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i arm writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia. According io
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create severai 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

Dear Ms. Million,

Far one, bringing ol frains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable 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
dieset 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 fimits 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 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 rain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gaiions 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 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 time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrasiructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast maijority 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 dil these reasons, | urge yous, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain ferminai in Benicia.

Sincerely,
monica leavitt
1094 pine #105

san francisco, CA 94109
Us
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From: Cathy Bennett <cbennett1228@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, Cctober 25, 2015 802 PM
To: Amy Million i SN R Y I i Y
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeczé;% ECEIVE % %
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Dear Ms. Million, COMMUNITY O

tam writing with sertous concern about Valere's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR), this project would create severdd significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oll trains into Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the roil 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 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 maintine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yvet-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 areos. Just cne 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
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 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
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climatfe 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, clean energy rather than dangerous ol infrastruciure.

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

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

Sincerely,
Cathy Bennett
204 West 2th Street

CA, CA 24510
us

59



Amy Million

e o
From: Aimee Durfee <Aedurfee@msn.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 8:11 PM
To: Amy Million Ty
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valerp's Rail Project %g EC
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Dear Ms. Million, COMMUNT

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

For one, bringing oif trains info Benicia is expecied fo creale unacceptable increases in toxic gir 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 parliculate matter [PM 2.5). Qi trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emilting 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-vet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resisiance of only 18 mph even while curent speed limils 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 wafterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain thatl 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 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 identities "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 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 magjority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities — prirnarily 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 frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Almee Durfee
612 E St

Martinez, CA 94553
us
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From: N. Carey <nancyfcarey@earthlink.net>

Sent: Sunday, Octaber 25, 2015 8:56 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 environmentat impact report (EIR), this project would create several ‘significant and unavoidable impacts’
fhat could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains into 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 maiter (PM 2.5}, Ol frains of this size typically have three
ciesel engines emilting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, expiosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for aff 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 iife, 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 1.4 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-case-scenario analysis thot 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 faw 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 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-dustice communities - primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to a legocy of environmental injustice,

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

Sincerely,
N. Carey
77 Solano Sq., #154

Cudlifornia, CA 94510
us
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From: Harriette Jensen <hoisingtonweb@yahoo.com:>

Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 8:58 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 faciity in Benicia. According to
the environmeniol impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing off 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 nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matier (PM 2.5). Off frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent polluiion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, expiosions 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 BIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilf of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilied more than 1.6 million gations of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Daketa have dlso 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 aiso ideniifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas pofiution by 80 percent beiow 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 o 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 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 train terminal in Benicia.,

Sincerely,
Harriette Jensen
3690 Madrone Ave.

Cadlifornia, CA 94619
us
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From: Janet Kinneberg <Jkinneberg@mac.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 9:30 PM o e .
- ey o SEAYEEE .
To: Amy Million %‘g ECEIVE % %
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero’s Rail Project % 1 1

Dear Ms. Million,

I o writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train 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 info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail foute 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 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 ofl 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 limiis 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
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 also 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 also identifies "significant and unaveidable” climate impocts 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 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 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 o a legacy 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 cil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Janet Kinneberg
8490 Taos Drive

Sandy, UT 84093
us
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From: Karen LaRiviere <Crivers7@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 9:30 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 ol frain offloading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impact report [EIR}, this proiect would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
fhat could harm my communitfy.

For one, bringing oft trains info Benicia is expecied o create unacceptable increasses 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 maiter [PM 2.5}, Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the eqguivalent 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 mainline "would be
significant for aif 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 to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of iife, 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
gaflons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 miliion gallons of
crude {about 0 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 cannot be approved.

The revised EIR albso 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 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 coior.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For all these reasens, | urge you, the planning commission and cily council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Karen LaRiviere
318 bale Ct

Benicig, CA 94510
US
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From: Jan Evans <jevans_99@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 25, 2015 10:24 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Pear 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 several 'significant and unavoidable impacts”
that coutd harm my community.

For one, bringing oll frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic 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). Ot 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 maintine "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 dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaillons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gations of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma 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” climaie impacts that conflict with Californic'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 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 environmentaijustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add {o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For aif these reasons, { urge you, the planning commission and city councit to deny cerfification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jan Evans

921 W K Street
Benicia, CA 94510
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Amy Million

From: Henry Cox <henrycox865@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 12:09 AM

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 facility in Benicia. According o
the environmentatimpact report {EIR), this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacits”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains 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 equivalent polliution 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 resulf 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
gallons. 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 also 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 identifies "significant and unaveidabie” 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 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 - primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Henry Cox
865 Wainwrighi 5t.

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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From: Silvia Bertano <silvia.bertano@comune.totino.it>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 5:24 AM
To: Amy Million 5
Subject: Protect Cur Communities and Deny Valero's Rall Project 1,

Dear Ms. Million,

I'am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading focility 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 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, suifur 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 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 ¢ spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gollons. 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 Daketa 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 California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 tevels 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 wili 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 alf these reasons, [ urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Silvia Bertano
Corso Rosselli 123/8

Tarino, NY 10129
i
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Amy Million

PR
From: ISABEL CERVERA <isabellacer@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 5:43 AM
To: Amy Million e
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project ;;% ECEIVE g‘%
:-";l\ﬁg i §

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Vaiero's proposed oil train offioading facility in Benicia. According fo
ihe environmental impact report {EIR), this project would create severat "significant and unavoidable impacts"
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ofl trains into Benicia is expected o 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). Oit 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 ol 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 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 weilands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallens. The frain that incineraied Lac-Megantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about &0 tanker cars}, ond accidentis in West Virginia, Alabama and Norih 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 olso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Califormnia’s
existing taw o reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
recduction 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 infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data 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 environmentat injustice.

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

Sincerely,
ISABEL CERVERA
GUETARIA, 104

NC, NC 28041
Us
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Amy Million

From: elliot helman <muzungu_X@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 7:12 AM

To: Amy Million

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

ITY OF 5ENICE

9 1 A
COMMUBNITY DEVEL OPMENT ¢

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valere'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 ol trains into Benicia s expected fo create unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns aiong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR idenfifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Oif 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 mainiine "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 to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic dumage 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 gailions 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
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised FIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Cailifornia’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 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 environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of cotor.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentat injustice.

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

Sincerely,
elfiot helman
383 Park St,

SF, CA 94110
Us
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Amy Million

From: Suzy Karasik <suzylivewell@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 8:56 AM

Ton Amy Million

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

Dear Ms. Million,

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

Far one, bringing oit 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 nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diese! 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 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 curent 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 spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million galions of
crude (about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota have dlso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars cafching 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 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 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 thai 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 environmental injusiice.

For ait these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
relect Vaolero's proposed ol frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Suzy Karasik
2940 Estates Ave

Pinole, CA 94564
Us
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Amy Million

e G i
Fromy Jolene Foley <riversprite2@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 9:43 AM
To:. Amy Million N o 5%3 ECEIVE %%
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project g’w% ;
PYocrar o e

Dear Ms. Million,

F am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off frain offioading facility in Benicio. According to
the environmenial impact report (EIR), this proiect would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains intfo Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pellution 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 rain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for it of the fonk car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cors, 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 resulf in significant loss of iife, 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 fanker cars, or about 240,000
gailons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled mare than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginica, 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 onrecent spifls, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia’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 fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.,

And finally, an anailysis 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 o 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,
Joiene Foley
1205 Marcy Loop

Grants Pass, OR 97527
us
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Amy Million

S
From: Philip Wagner <wagphil60@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 10:04 AM ﬁ FECEIVE s%g
To: Amy Million &5 »
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project | *I I(’T 2 7 208 s

GITY (OF BER
CORBIINITY SE

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”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expeacted to create unacceptable increasses in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the BIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typicdlly have ihvee
diesel engines emitiing the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumuilative 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 puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Just one gccident
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 "warst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Guebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gallons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in Wesi Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota hove also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenaric analysis that refiects existing
data on recent spills, 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 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 harmed by this
project five in EPA-dasignated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add o alegacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Phitio Wagner
1978 Paitricia Dr.

Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
us
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From: Lesa Urban <lesaurban@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 10:24 AM
To: Amy Million % EoETY E %“*"?‘%%
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project 9 _ . Vi
PROLT 27 A

SENCA
EVELOPMENT

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 creaie 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 dir pollution 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 particulate matier (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 frain.

According o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "woutd 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 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 o spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gations of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabamao and North Dakota have diso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario anailysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, fhis project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR aiso identifies “significant and unavoidable"” climaie impacts that contlict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas poilution by 80 percent befow 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 ol infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of people who wili be harmed by 1his
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 ol these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valerg's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Lesa Urban
6966 colonial woods dr #61

st louis, MO 63129
LIS
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Amy Million

From: Adam Packer <Apacker13@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 10:28 AM
To: Amy Million B Vo g"’%
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec ;A{i - %ié
i T T
PhoCT 27 Ae
!
st R B HENT
Dear Ms. Million, COMMUNITY DE TENT

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 coutd harm my community.

For one, bringing oit frains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along fthe rail route and near the refinery. Specifically ithe EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5}, Oit 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 mainfine “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 setf 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 spilied more than 1.6 million gallons 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 analysis that reflects existing
data on recenti 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 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 oil 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 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,
Adam packer

Adam Packer
845 wainwright st
Benicia, CA 74510
uUs
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From: Elizabeth Ferguson <ferguson.elizabeth@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 11:18 AM i
To: Amy Milfion n
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project % Wﬁ
Dear Ms. Million,

I amn writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offlcading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}), this project would create several "significant ang unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.,

For one, bringing oil trains into Benicia is expected fo 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, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emilting 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 aill 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 also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galfons. 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 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
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 aond intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And fincily, 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-jusfice 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 ol frain ferminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Ferguson
1014 Fuclid Ave

Berkeley, CA 94708
US
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Amy Million
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From: Colin Murphy <calimurph@gmail.com> -
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 12:24 PM g‘“’%%
To: Amy Million §M§
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project §

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concemn about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this proiect would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that coutd harm my community.

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
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
digsel engines emitling the equivalent poliution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spiils, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
stgnificant 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 limils are set 1o 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 spit 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 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 aporoved.

The revised EiR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climaie impacts that conflict with Californicr’s
existing faw to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move fo an 80 percent
recduction 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 that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by ihis
project live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o alegacy of environmental injustice.

For ali these reasons, | 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,
Colin Murphy
12271 E. 20th $1, Apt 110

Qakiland, CA 94606
us
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Amy Million

i e PR
From: Sheila Clyatt <sclyatt@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 12:47 PM
To: Amy Million - w%
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero’s Rail Project . %gf"

Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oft 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 oll frains 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 nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sultur 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 irain.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
signiticant for afl 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 cutrent 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 ER 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 1.4 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 caiching fire. Without an accurate worsi-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be appreved.

The revised EIR also ideniifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia'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 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 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,
Sheita Clyatt
210 West 8ih Street

Benicia, CA 94510
HIN
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Amy Million

From: Susanne Bader <susannes_bader@hotmail.coms>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 2:05 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 offioading 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 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). O trdins of this size typically hove 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 spilis, explosions and fires along 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 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 woterways.

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 mition galions of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or mare tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this proiect cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also ideniifies "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 o an 80 percent
recdluction 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-deasignated 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,
Susanne Bader
211 Eureka St

Grass Valley, CA 95945
ys
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Amy Million

e it
From: Tobi Braley-melvin <tbraleymelvin@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 2:51 PM e e
To: Amy Million S ECEIVE § %
Subject: Protect Cur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project %‘%ﬁ e s Egm@?
Bng il B

Y BERENICA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oll 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 irains 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 nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oll trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emilting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According fo the ER, 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
gatlions. The frain 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 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 unaveidable” 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. Af a time of exireme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finaily, an andlysis 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 councit fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Tobi Braley-melvin
665 Addison Ct

CA, CA 94510
Us
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Amy Million

i
From: kristen fera <bunnichicald@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 3:36 PM s e
To: Amy Million B ECEIVE Y
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project w“% . ij
PHocT o o

Dear Ms. Miliion,

[ 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, 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 train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainkine "would be
significant tor 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 fife, 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
gallons, The train that incinerated Lac-Meégantic, 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 resuiied 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 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 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 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 ait these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
kristen fera
7934

cleveland, OH 4411}
us
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Amy Million

From: Joseph Gray <loeGrayCanDo@gmatl.com>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 4:26 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 unavoidabie impacts”
that couid harm my community.

For one, bringing oif frains info Benicia is expected o 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}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitfing 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 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 puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent 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 confomination of our precious wetlands
ond waterways.

The EIR also 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, Guebec 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 dlso resulted in
20 or more fanker cars calching fire. Without an accurafe 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
exishing 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 il infrastructure,

And fincily, an andlysis of census dafa has shown that o 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 wilt only add o a legacy of environmentadl injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Joseph Gray
619 E 109th Ter

Kansas City, MO 64131
Us
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Amy Million

i
From: Linda Lustig <sllustig@yahoo.com:>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 4:59 PM = CEIVE ™
To: Amy Million ng - e g
Subject: RE: Public comment on Valero crude-by-rail project f§§ NET 97 O0R L

Principdal Planner, Benicia Community Development Department Amy Million,

Dear Mrs. Million,

I am writing to express deep concern over Valero's proposed ofl frain offloading facility in Benicia. According io
the EiR, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts” that could devastate my
community.

Bringing oll frains into Benicia will create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution for communities all along
the rail route and near the refinery. The EIR identifies several significant and unavoidable dir impacts from toxins
and known carcinogens including increased poliution from NOx, sulfur dioxide, PM 2.5, and benzene.

According 1o the BIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions, and fires along the UPRR mainline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs,” including the not-yet-buitt DOT-117 cars. Such a disaster could result in
signiticant joss of life, long-term economic ioss, and contamination of our precious wettands and waterways. This
level of risk is also unaccepiable.

The ER also assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of 8 tanker cars, or about 240,000 gallons. The train that
incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Québec in July 2013 spilled over 1.4 million galions of crude, or about 40 tanker cars.
The EIR must assume a worst case scenario that reflects existing data on recent spilis. Without an accurate worst
case scenario analysis, this project can not be approved.

The revised EIR identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Catifornia's existing
climate law mandating the state move fo on 80% reduction of greenhouse gas by 2050, Af g time when
wildfires are raging and the drought is more dire than ever, it is imperative we invest in safe, clean energy rather
than extreme oil infrastruciure.,

in addition, analysis of census data demonstrates that a vast majority of people who wili be impacted by this
project live in EPA-designated environmental justice communities - primarily low-income and communities of
color. Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental racism in communities living along the
raif routes.

For dil these reasons, | respectfully urge the Planning Commission and City Council 1o not certfify this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Linda Lustig

2223 McGee Ave
Berkeley , California 94703

<htfip://click.actionnetwork.org/mpss/of4gAfkLwX AA . T /bbmésuMIRNenfapcvMwimA fo.gif>
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Amy Million

From: Genevieve Giblin <ggbenicia@gmail.com> T P,
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 5:51 PM ;j ECEIVE % i

wepr i e § 4
To: Amy Milion i acT 27 s |

Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valereo's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wriling 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 unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oll trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificaily the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suliur dioxide, benzene and fine parliculate matier (PM 2.5}, Oil irains of this size typically have ihree
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poilution 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 fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buitt 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 contfamination 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 thai 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 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 conilict with Californicr'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, clean energy rather thon dangerous oll infrastruciure.,

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maicrity of peopie 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 councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Genevieve Giblin
0.0. box 2356

California, CA 94510
UsS
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Amy Million

e
From: Marilyn Harrison <marilyncharrison@®yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 7:27 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 off 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 expected to creaie unacceptable increases in foxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and neor the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matfter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
diese! engines emitting the eguivalent poliufion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train,

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions aond fires along the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for all of the fank car designs.” This includes the notf-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 spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), ond accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have also resulted 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 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, 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-deasignated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily iow-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 o deny certification for this BIR and
reject Valero's proposed off train termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Marrilyn Harrison
15t Chelsea Hills

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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Amy Million

From: Mary Alden <Mare7711@yahoo.com>

Sent: Manday, October 26, 2015 7:45 PM — _
To: Amy Million »] FCEIVE g‘a
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project {“ | : §

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil froin 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 into Benicia is expected to cregte unacceptable increases in toxic qir 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 parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the eguivaient pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,560 per train.

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

The EIR adlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenaria is ¢ 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 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 warst-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 Califomia’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 exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrasfruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast maiority 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 environmentat injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Mary Alden

148 Chelsea hifls drive
Benicia, CA 94510
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Amy Million

From: Ann Puntch <annpuntch@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 9:14 PM

To: Amy Million

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

Dear Ms, Million,

llive in Rodeo. a neighbor to Benicia, and another fown with a refinery. | am concerned overall about the
switch in the crude oil input to include tar sands from Canada.

This is why I am writing with serious concern about Vaiero's proposed oil train offloading facifity 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 increases in foxic air poliution to
towns dlong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR ideniifies 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 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
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and walerways.

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 1.4 million gallons of
crude {about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakola 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 EIR afso ideniifies "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 a time of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oll infrastruciure.,

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

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

Sincerely,
Ann Punich
417 Garretson Ave.

Cdlifornia, CA 94572
US
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Amy Million

From: Barbara Gaman <bgaman@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 9:20 PM

To: ) Amy Mll_ilon . - &m% =CE ] Vo %"”“?ﬂ%

Subject: RE: Public comment on Valero crude-by-rail project 2%% E :
o8 B
i i b

Principal Planner, Benicia Community Development Department Amy Million,

Dear Mrs. Million,

I am writing to express deep concern over Valero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the EIR, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacis” that could devastate my
community.

Bringing oif frains intc Benicia will create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution for communities ali along
the rail route and near the refinery. The ER identifies several significant and unavoidable air impacts from foxing
and known carcinogens including increased poliution from NOx, suffur dioxide, PM 2.5, and benzene.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions, and fires along the UPRR mainline “would be
signiticant for all of the tank car designs,” including the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars. Such a disaster could result in
significant loss of life, iong-term economic loss, and contamination of our precious wetlands and waterways.This
level of risk is also unacceptable.

The BEIR also assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of 8 fanker cars, or about 240,000 gallons. The frain that
incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Québec in July 2013 spilled over 1.6 million gatllons of crude, or about 60 tanker cars.
The ER must assume a worst case scenarnio that reflects existing data on recent spills. Without an accurate worst
case scenario analysis, this project can not be approved.

The revised EIR identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conilict with Catifornia’s existing
climate law mandating the state move to an 80% reduction of greenhouse gas by 2050. At a fime when
wildfires are raging and the drought is more dire than ever, it is imperative we invest in safe, clean energy rather
than extreme oll infrastructure.

In addition, analysis of census data demonsfrates that a vast majority of people who will be impacted by this
project live in EPA-designaled envirFonmental justice communities - primarily low-income and communities of
color. Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental racism in communities living along the
raif routes.

For dll these reasons, | respectiully urge the Planning Commission and City Council o not cerfify this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oll frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Barlbbara Gaman

24 Kehoe Way
Inverness, California 94937

<http://click.actionnetwork.org/mpss/o/éwA/kKLwXAA M Trm/PAWUC]T7R4-97Aa-vNHVV A/ o gif>
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Amy Million

From: Sabrina Boone <5abriG404@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 10:05 PM

To: Amy Miliion MECEIVET

Subject: Protect Cur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project ?ﬁ"ﬁg £ §
Pocrer s |

CITY OF £

CORMMUNITY DE

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wriling with serious concern about Valero's proposed of frain offfoading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impaci 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 rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sultur 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 train.

According fo the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, 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 aocident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetionds
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spil 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 milfion gallons of
crude {about 40 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alaboma and North Dakota have also resulted 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 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 infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast magjority of people who will be harmed by this
project live 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 all these reasons, | 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,
Sabrina Boone

375 West | St
Benicia, CA 94510
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Amy Million

From: Sylwia Zielinska <sylwia_zielinska@intetia.eu>

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 6:37 AM s e :
To: Amy Million gwﬁ = GEIVE
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project § %%

i

CT G
COMMUNITY

Dear Ms. Million,

[ am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmenial impact report {EIR), this project would create severdl "significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oll frains info Benicia is expected o create unaccepiable increases in toxic dir poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR ideniifies 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 cumuiative 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-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
ceuld result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and confamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "waorst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The irain 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 aiso resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire, Without an aocurate worsf-case-scenario andilysis 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 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 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 low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of envirorrmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Sylwia fielinska
Bialostocka

Zambrow, PA 18-300
PL
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Amy Million

s ]
From: Helen Cochems <hetend@cochems.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 7:.07 AM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project s
Dear Ms. Million,

Farm wiriting with serious concern about Valero's proposed oif frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmeniat impact report {EIR), this proiect would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that coutd harm my community.

For one. bringing oil trains info Benicia is expecied o create unacceptable increqses in toxic air pellution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the £IR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate maiter (PM 2.5). Qi 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 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 to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contfamination of our precious weflands
and waterways.

The BIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scendrio 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 resulied in
20 or more tanker cars caiching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scencario 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 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 exfreme 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 majornity of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designaied environmentaljustice communities - prirnarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmenial injustice,

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

Sincerely,
Helen Cochems
414} Deep Creek Road spc 138

Fremont, CA 94555
Us
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From: John Scott <john_fewis_scott®msn.com:> _
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 7:52 AM { &
To: Amy Million i
Subject: RE: Public comment on Valero crude-by-rail project f -
Lo

Principal Planner, Benicia Community Development Departrent Amy Million,
Dear Mrs. Million,

I am writing to express deep concern over Vaiero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the EIR, this project would create several "significant and unavoidable impacts” that could devastate my
community.

Bringing off frains info Benicia will create unaccepiable increases in foxic air poliution for communities all along
the rail route and near the refinery. The ER identifies several significant and unavoidable air impacts from toxins
and known carcinogens including increased poliution from NOx, sulfur dioxide, PM 2.5, and benzene.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions, and fires along the UPRR mainline “would be
significant for all of the tank car designs,” including the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars. Such a disaster could result in
significant ioss of life, long-term economic loss, and contamination of our precious wetlands and waterways.This
level of risk is also unaccepiable.

The EIR also assumes the “worst case” scenario is a spill of 8 tanker cars, or about 240,000 gallons. The train that
incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Québec in July 2013 spilled over 1.4 million gallons of crude, or about 40 tanker cars.
The EIR must assume ¢ worst case scenario that reflects existing data on recent spills. Without an accuraite worst
case scenarnio analysis, this project can not be approved.

The revised EIR identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s existing
climate law mandating the state move fo an 80% reduction of greenhouse gas by 2050, At a time when
wildfires are raging and the drought is more dire than ever, it is imperative we invest in safe, clean energy rather
than extreme oll infrastructure.

In addifion, analysis of census data demonsirates thal a vast maojority of people who will be impacted by this
project live in EPA-designated environmenial jusfice cormmunities - primarily low-income and communities of
color. Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental racism in communities living along the
rail routes.

For all these reasons, | respectiully urge the Planning Commission and City Council to not certify this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

This is a Violation of the Public Trust Doctine.

Sincerely,

John Scott
4370 Tao Way
Butte Vailey, California 95965-8345

<htp://click.actionnetwork.org/mpss/o/3AAKLWXAAL Trm/ YWHMvNTySSmLaiMZgCmNOw/ o.gif>
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A s
From: beverly freudiger <bfreudiger@att.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 9:18 AM
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 il 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 rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide. nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene ond fine particulate matier (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 mainiine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the notyet-built DOT-117 cars, which reaquire a punclure
resistonce 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
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 resulied 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 aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts thot 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 exireme drought and infense heatf waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous off 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 environmenial-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

For cif these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero’s proposed ol frain termina in Benicia.

Sincerely,

beverly freudiger

200 Southampton Rd #117
Benicia, CA 24510

us



Amy Million

From: lean Walker <jeanius@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 10:55 AM

To: Amy Million

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

:W}gﬁf}?ﬁﬂfﬁ@
%Eggg _ o

!
Dear Ms. Million, f CHTY OF BENICTE
{

COMMUNITY DEVEL SPMENT

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 wouid create several 'significant and unaveidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in foxic dir pollution o
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitiic oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzens and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5}, Qil irains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the eqguivalent 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
siginificant for all of the tank 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 to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accidant
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waierways.

The EIR alse wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or aboul 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 carsj, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resuied in
20 or more tanker cors catching 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 condlict with Califormicy's
existing low fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
recdluction 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 EP A-designaled 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 yvou, the planning commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Jean Walker

88 Banbury Way
Benicia, CA 24510
us
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o 3
From: Donna Wapner <dwapner@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 3:06 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Miliion,

t am 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 several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oft 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, nitfrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size lypically 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 spilis, 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 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 dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o 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 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 reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unaveidable” climaie 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 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 maojority 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 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 oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Donna Wapner
2728 East E Street

Benicia, CA 24510
us
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From: Deborah Carlton <drcarftonl1@gmail.com> gi} FOEREIVE ?‘Q"‘%
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 3:06 PM Y E P
To: Amy Million gy aeY 27 B ¥
Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project
CATY COF
COMMURITY OF

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil train offloading faciity 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 info Benicia is expected to credate unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution 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 ihree
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According to the ER, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires clong 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 imifs 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 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 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 EIR also ideniifies "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 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 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,
Deborah Carlton
East K Street

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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From: scarlett manning <sdmanni@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Waednesday, October 28, 2015 6:42 AM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiriting with serious concermn about Valero's proposed oit 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 info Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificalfly the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oit frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivaient 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
resisiance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resul! in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and walerways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker 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, Alaboama 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 unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poilution 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 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 coior
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,

scarlett manning
2340 13th avenue
Gakland, CA 24606
us
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From: Tammy Ashba <tashba@shcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 11:.02 AM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

t am wiiting with serious concem about Valero's proposed ol train offioading faciiity in Benicia. According fo
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidabie impacts”
thot could harm my community.

For one, bringing oit trains info Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic 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}, Oif trains of this size fypically 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 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 cumrent speed limits are set to 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 spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gddlons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Mégontic, 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 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 proiect cannot be approved,

The revised EIR also ideniifies "significant and unavoidable"” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia’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 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 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
reiect Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Tammy Ashba
172 Arts Lane

California, CA 95946
Us
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From: Valerie Ve Romero-iopez <babeyvalerie@comcastnet>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 217 PM

To: Amy Million

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

| am writing with serious concemn about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading faciity in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my comumunity.

For one, bringing oil frains info Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increasss in toxic oif 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 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 1o the ER, 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-yei-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 e, long-term economic damage and confamination 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
gattons. 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 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 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 time of exfreme 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 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 councll fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,

VYalerie Ve Romero-Lopez
531 Scudero Circle
Pitisburg, CA 94565

us
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From: Lisa Reinertson <Hsareinertson@gmail.com>
Seni: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 9:08 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Bear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact repori (EIR}, this project would create 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 poliution to
fowns glong the raif 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 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 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 incinergted Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million galfons 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 unaveidable” climate impacis 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 infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure,

And finclly, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of peopie who will be harmed by this
project five in EF A-designated environmentai-justice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,

Lisa Reinertson
1329 West L Street
Benicia, CA 94510
us



Amy Million

From: Eric Torres <ebtorres506@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 8:11 PM

To: Amy Miltion

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

Dear Ms. Million,

fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oit 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 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). Cil 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 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
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 a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gations. The frain 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 Norih 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 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. 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 fo alegacy of environmental injustice.,

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

Sincerely,

Eric Torres

647 McAllister Dr
benicia, CA 94510
Us
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From: Misa Joo <misa@misajoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 10:45 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I arm wiiting with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading faciity 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 o create unacceptable 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 particutate matier {PM 2.5}, Oil irains of this size fypically 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 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 signiftcant 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 ¢ spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The frain 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 aiso 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 ER also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conilict with Calitornia’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 mus}
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 o ¢ legacy of environmental injustice,

For dif 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,

Misa Joo

2327 Jefferson St
Eugene, OR 27405
us



Amy Million

From: Toni Mandara <Pathwayscoach9@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 10:49 PM

To: Amy Million

Subject; Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project e CEIVE %_W%
TRIOCT 28 206

Dear Ms. Million, i
CORMUNTY
I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmenial impact report {EIR), this project would create several significant and unavoidable impocts”
that could harm my community,

<

SEAE T

For ong, bringing ofl trains into Benicia is expected o creaie unaccepiable increases in foxic 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 pariiculate 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 o 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 notyef-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 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
gatlons. 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 resulied in
20 or more tanker cars cafching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that retlects existing
data on recent spifls, this project cannot ke approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas palliution 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 oil infrastruciure.

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 a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,

Toni Mandara
844 Santa Fe Ave
Albany, CA 94706
us



Amy Million

From; Rosa Fallon <Rosafallon@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 10:53 PM

To: Amy Million

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

Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with sefricus conceam about Valero's proposed oil train offioading facility in Benicia, According to
the environmental impaci 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 creote 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). O 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 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 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 domage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spili 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 mition galions of
crudie {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 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 oil infrastructure.

And finally, an analysis of census dafo 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 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 ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Rosa Fallon

2235 Carmel ¢t
Pittsburg, CA 94565
LS



Am&MiHion

e coio i
From: Beverly Edmonds <edmondsb@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 10:58 PM
To: Army Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valerc's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am wriling with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil 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 oif trains into Benicia is expecied to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliufion 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 trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poliution 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 puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set to 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 o spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The frain that incineroted Lac-Meégantic, 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 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 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 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 maijority 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 aond
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Beverly Edmonds
740 Rose Dr.
Benicia, CA 94510
us



Amy Million
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From: Bob Thawley <Bthawley@mindspring.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 11:11 PM

To: Amy Million e wa——

Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project gw“%; sl YV E
i - R
POCT 28 A

Dear Ms. Miliion,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed off troin offlcading facility in Benicia. According o
the environmental impact report [EIR). this project would create several "significant and unavoeidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For ong, bringing ofl trains into Benicia is expected to creale unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution o
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 maiter (PM 2.5). Ol irains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the egquivalent 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 mainine "would be
significant for ot 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 iife, long-term economic domage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The EiR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallens. 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 Dakotfa have dlso resulied 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 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 exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastruciure.

And finally, an anaiysis of census data has shown that a vast maiority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentalustice communities - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmeniai 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 ferminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Bob Thawley

i5 Mirabel Ave,

San Francisco, CA 94110
us



Amy Million

i I ST
From: Michaela Kenney <Mckenney@ucsc.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 11:27 PM
To: Amy Miilion

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

CIvY O
RIAER
COBMUNITY

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 o create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the il route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nilric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine partficulate matter [PM 2.5}, Oil trains of this size typically have three
dieset 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-huilt 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 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 cors, or about 240,000
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 miliion gaitons of
crude {about 0 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 aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law o 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 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 data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
profect 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 councill to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Michaela Kenney
Cedar st

El cerrito, CA 94530
Us




Amy Million

e iy
From: Steven Nadel <steven0112@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 11:3¢ PM
Yo: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proje it

Dear Ms. Million,

Fam 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 "sighificant 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 1o
tfowns along the rail rovie and near the refinery. Specifically the BEIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emilting 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 punclure
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs are sef 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 spiil 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 cccidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokofa have also resulted 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 California’s
existing law o reduce greenhouse gas polliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a time of exlreme 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 mgjority 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 redsons, | 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,
Steven Nadel
1615 Blake St

Berkeley, CA 94703
Us
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Amy Million

T
From: Twila Souers <souerstj777@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 12:05 AM
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 ond unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community,

For ane, bringing ol frains intfo 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 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 rain,

According o 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
resistonce of only 18 mph even while current speed limits are set 1o 50 mph in most aréas. Just one accident
couid result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waierways.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is ¢ spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gaiions, 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 maore 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 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 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 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 iow-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 ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Twila: Souers
720 Nanlucket Avenue

Eugene, OR 97404
Us
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Amy Million

From: gemini stone <mingsmile@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 12:30 AM
To: Amy Million a j
Subject: Protect Qur 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 fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air poilution to
fowns along the rait route and near the refinery, Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric axide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate maiter {(PM 2.5). Qil 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 cumuidtive 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-yei-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while cument speed iimits are set 1o 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 s 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 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. Withcut 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 unavoidabile” climate impacts that conflict with Cofifornia’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move 1o 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 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 tow-income and of color.
Approving this projiect will only add to a legacy of environmentat 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 ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
gemini stone
2951 Derby 51

berkeley, CA 94705
us
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Amy Million

From: neil maclean <neil@warmcove.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 5:47 AM

To: Amy Million i
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projectii & =

Dear Ms. Million,

i G{:’x’dzé

Fam 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 frains into Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution fo
towns clong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the ER identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5). Olf trains of this size typically have three
diesel engings 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 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 lirnits 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 ¢ 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 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 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 gresnhouse 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 infrastruciure.

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 environmental-justice communities - primarily low-income and of color,
Approving this project will onty add to a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
n&il maclean
830 Treat Ave

san francisco, CA 24110
Us
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Amy Million

From: Xan joi <jolyssey@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 6:23 AM

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 fo
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create severatl 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 poliution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR ideniifies 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 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 ail of the tank car designs.” This includes the nol-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while cutrent speed limits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one cccident
could result in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wellands
and waterways.

The £IR 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 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 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” ciimate impacts that conflict wifh Califernia’s
existing law 1o reduce greenhouse gas pollution 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 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 will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
xan jol
benvenue ave

berkeley, CA 94705
us
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Amy Million
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From: Diane Daily <dianemdaily@yahoo.com>
: : T {
Set‘lt. Wednegc%ay, October 28, 2015 8:49 AM 7y CE | \ %_ }
To: Amy Million %ﬁ% B At bt VG |
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail ije:% H {}i"’%‘ 5 g My b é
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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 couid harm my community.

For one, bringing oil frains into Benicia is expecied o create unacceptable increases in toxic air 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). Oit 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 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 limifs 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 spiil of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The rain that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 mifion gallons 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 warst-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 g 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 live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities - primarily iow-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For dll these reasons, | 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,

Diane Daily

P.O. Box 1611

Cottage Grove, OR 97424
us



Amy Million

i

From: Mary Puthoff <mjaneputhoff66@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 8:20 AM

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 oit train offtoading faciiity in Benicia. According to
the environmenial 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 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). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivalent pollution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per frain.

According 1o the ER, 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 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 wetiands
and waterways.

The EIR diso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gations. The frain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gatlons of
crude {about 60 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 analysis that reflects existing
daia on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR diso identifies "significant and unavoidable” ciimate impacts that conflict with Cailifornia’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 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 environmentaljustice communities - primerily 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 ceriification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Mary Puthoif

5653 Jacquiline Way
Livermore, CA 94550
us
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From: L Chappell <Imcothello@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 8:58 AM
To: Amy Million

Subject: ‘, Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project {fse

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 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 idenfifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parliculate maiter (PM 2.5). Oil rains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emifting 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 fank car designs.” This includes the not-yvet-buitt DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limifs 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 weflands
and waterwaoys.

The EIR also wrengly assumes the "worst case” scenario Is a spilf of just eight tanker cars, or gbout 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 accidends 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 spilis, this project cannot be approved.

the revised EiR olso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impocts that conflict with California’s
axisting 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 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 environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to alegacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,

L Chappel

POR 2193

Olympica, WA 98507
us



Amy Million

From: Jacqueline Genovese <jackiegenovese@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 9:06 AM

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 oit rain offloading facility in Benicia. According fo
the environmentat impact report {ER), ihis project would create several 'significant and unavoidable impacis”
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, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate maiter (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitiing 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 mainfine "would be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the notf-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 weilands
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 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 "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 firme 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 ihis
project ive in EPA-designated environmenial-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 fo deny certification for this IR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Jacqueline Genovese
1894 Shirley Dr

Cailifornia, CA 94510
us
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Amy Million

From: Margaret Hunter <peg@rawearthworks.com:>

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 850 AM

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 fo
the environmentad impact report (EIR}, this project would create 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 poliution to
fowns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR ideniifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Cil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emiiting 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 mainfine "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
coutd 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 spilt 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 galfons of
crude (about &0 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 connot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidabie” cliimate 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 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 EP A-designated environmental-justfice 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 cerlification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Margaret Hunter
149A Arroyo Rd

Forest Knolls, CA 94933
us
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Amy Million

From: Tabitha Didrickson <Tabbyelizalde@gmail.com>

Sent: Woednesday, Qctober 28, 2015 7:59 AM

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 severdl "significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my communily.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution fo
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 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 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 resuli in significant loss of life, long-term economic damage and contamingation of our precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR aiso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker cars, or about 240,000
gaillons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Guebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabamao 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 pollution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and move o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Af a fime of extreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous cil infrastructure.

And finally, an andlysis 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 low-income and of color.
Approving this project wili 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 terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Tabitha Didrickson

440 A2nd ave
San francisco, CA 94121

33



From: William Reick <w.reick@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 10:41 AM i T R
To: Amy Million %ﬁ@g;;%m” =iVE g%g
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project| E; 00T 7 8 9045 ngg.
¥4 &b wJ
A
Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol train offloading faciity 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 pollution to
towns along the rait rouste and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate 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 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 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 ihan 1.6 million gailons of
crude (about 60 tanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have aiso resutted 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 low fo 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-designated environmental-justice communities - primarity 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,
William Reick
2034 Renz Rd.

Burham, CA 95938
us
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R RS
From: Sharon Fritsch <safritsch@comcast.net>
Sent; Wednesday, October 28, 2015 1.09 PM
To: Amy Million - O MmMECEIVE DS
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project F‘Zyﬁ 1

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concem about Valero's proposed oit train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report {EIR}, this project would create several "significant and unavoidabile impacts”
that could harm my communily.

For one, bringing oil trains 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, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oif trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the equivaient poilution of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per tfrain,

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 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
gailons. The frain 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 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 canneot 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 aond 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 magjority 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 dif these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councll 1o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ofl train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Sharon Fritsch

1837 Nomal Ave. #2
Chico, CA 95928

Us



Amx Million

From: John Kolkebeck <johnkolk@yahoo.com>

Sent: Waednesday, October 28, 2015 2:39 PM

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

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”
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 nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Gil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitfing 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 o 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 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
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 resulfed 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 unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing low to reduce greenhouse gas pofiution by 80 percent below 1970 levels and move 1o an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. Af a fime of exireme drought and infense heal 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 environmenial-justice communities - primarily low-incorme 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 coundil to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero’s proposed oil train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

John Kolkebeck

501 Union Ct
California, CA 94510
Us
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From: Jan Davenport <tidalbreezes@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 2:20 PM
To: Amy Million Eﬂf% il o é::“' T V ol
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project o . §E
£ E & i
L S |
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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 unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oif trains into Benicia i expected o create unaccepiable increases in toxic air poliution fo
fowns along the rait route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR idenfifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sultur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier [PM 2.5}, Oll trains of this size typically have thres
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 clong 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 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 fife, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

The BIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o 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 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 diso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing law to reduce greenhouse gas poflution by 80 percent below 1990 leveis 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 infrastruciure.

And finally, an analysis of census data has shown that o vast majority of peopie 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 1o ¢ legacy of environmental injusiice.

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

Sincerely,
Jan Davenport

727 Driftwood Drive
Suisun City, CA 94585



A R
From: Shannon Long <wildernesswoman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 3:25 PM
To: Amy Million i TR
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projectia - {

Dear Ms. Million.

I cn writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil frain offloading 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 one, bringing oit trains info Benicia is expecied 1o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution o
towns along the rdil route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nilrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oll 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 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 fimifs 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 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 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 andilysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts thot conflict with Cdlifornia’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 fime of exireme drought and infense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous cil infrastruciure.

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 - primaorily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to o legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,

Shannon Long

1818 Nord Ave Lot #6
Cdalifornia, CA 95926
us



Amz Milfion

From: Edie Cleveland <edie.cleveland@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 4:19 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 oil train 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 ol frains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution o
towns along the raif 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 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 cumuiative 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 limils 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 waterwaqys.

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenardo 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 mitlion gallons of
crude {about 60 fanker carsj, and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dakota have also resulied in
20 or more tanker cars cafching 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 unavoidabie” climate impacts that conflict with Caiifornia’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 exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe, clean energy rather than dangerous ofl 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 environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmenial injustice.

For all these reasons, [ urge you, the planning commission and city council o deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif train ferminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,

Edie Cleveland

33 W McKinley Ave
NJ, NJ0B205

Us
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From: Lydia Houston <blink1950@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 454 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: RE: Public comment on Valero crude-by-rail project

Principat Planner, Benicia Community Development Department Amy Million,

Dear Mrs. Million,

Fam writing to express deep concern over Yaiero's proposed oil train offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the EIR, this project would create several “significant and unavoidable impacts” that could devastate my
community.

Bringing oil frains intc Benicia will create unaccepiable increases in toxic air pollution for communities all along
the rail route and near the refinery. The EiR identifies several significant and unavoidable air impacts from toxins
and known carcinegens including increased pollution from NOx, sulfur dioxide, PM 2.5, and benzene.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions, and fires along the UPRR mainline "would be
significant for alf of the tank car designs,” including the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars. Such o disaster could result in
sighificant loss of life, long-term economic loss, and contamingtion of owr precious wetlands and waterways.This
level of risk is also unacceptable.

The EIR olso assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spilt of 8 tanker cars, or about 240,000 gadions. The train that
incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Québec in July 2013 spilled over 1.6 million gallons of crude, or about 40 tanker cars.
The EIR must assume a worst case scenario that reflects existing data on recent spills, Without an accurate worst
case scenario analysis, this project can not be approved.

The revised EIR identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s existing
climate law mandating the state move to an 80% reduction of greenhouse gas by 2050, At a time when
wildfires are raging and the drought is more dire than ever, it is imperative we invest in safe, clean energy rather
than extreme ol infrastructure.,

In addition. analysis of census data demonstrates that a vast majority of people who will be impacted by this
proiect ive in EPA-designated environmental justice communities - primarily low-income and communities of
color. Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmental racism in communities living along the
rail routes.

For all these reasons, | respectfully urge the Planning Commission and City Council to not certify this EIR and
reject Yalero's propesed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Lydia Houston

319 Grande Avenue
Davis, California $5616

<http://click.actionnetwork.org/mpss/o/SgA/KLwWXAA/L Tm/hysKxVehRmm2B&GnSB7snA/o.gif>



From: Susan Mclean <suziemclean@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 6:50 AM R

To: Amy Milfion et L

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rait Project 3 1IN
oot i
CHY

CoMMLINT
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 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 frain.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spifls, 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 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 frain 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 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 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 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 oif frain terminai in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Susan Mclean
3911 Linwood Ave.

Oakland, CA 94602
us
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From: Susan Lathrop <Susan61@hughes.net> FOETYE im&;
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 3:23 AM { ! g,
- Amy Milion (DT 29 205 =
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project i

coML §
Dear Ms. Million,

I am wiiting with serious concern about Yalero's proposed ol 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 to create unacceptable increases in foxic air pollution fo
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies 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 to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainline “would be
significant for ait 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 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
gallons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, 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 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 aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with Califorria'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 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 BIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Susan Lathrop
1330 Chapet Rd

Willow Springs, MO 65793
Us
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From: Jaymie Wright <jaymiel37@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 1:07 AM

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 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 pollution to
towns aleng 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 fypically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent polfufion of 1,500 cars each, or 4,500 per train.

According to the ER, the cumulative risk of spilis, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for alt of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require @ punciure
resistance of only 18 mph even while cunent 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 spilf 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), 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 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 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 a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Jaymie Wright
525 GLORIA WAY

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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Amx Million

From: Cheryl Reynolds <clapperail@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 5:44 AM
To: Amy Million . _
Subject: Pratect Qur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Proj%g? =
5o
§ B e
Bt
Dear Ms. Million, comti

| am wrifing with serious concern about Valero's proposed ol frain offloading facifity 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 info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
fowns along the rail rovte and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate matter (PM 2.5). Off frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitling the eguivalent 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 fo 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 waierways.

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 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Alabama and North Dokota 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 EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California’s
existing faw to reduce greenhouse gas poliution by 80 percent below 1990 levels and rmove 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 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 terminai in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Cheryl Reynolds
5460 Concord Bivd. E1

CA, CA 94521
us
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From: Krystal Willis <krystalwillis@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 7:08 AM

To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projectzan—+= T e
e eIV E] 2
oot ey oas

Dear Ms, Miliion, TR
COMMUNTY SMENT

Fam 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 oit trains into Benicia is expected o 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, 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 alt of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which requite 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 spilt of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
galions. The froin 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 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” climaie impacts that confiict 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 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 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 terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Krystal Willis
620 Marin St

California, CA 94590
us
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From: Jennifer McConnell <wmn2wolf@yahoo.com>

Sent: Woednesday, October 28, 2015 7:26 PM

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

Dear Ms. Million,

t am 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 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 matter (PM 2.5). Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emiiting 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
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 fimits are set o 50 mph in most areas. Jjust 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 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 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 fo an 80 percent
reduciion 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 ot 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 ali these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councit fo deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ail frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Jennifer McConnell
1717 E. Bullord
Fresno, CA 93710
us



From: Dr. Joseph Herlovsky <potatopittelli@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 6:18 PM
To: Amy Million

Subject:

Dear Ms. Million,

f 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 severai “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing ot 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 niiric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (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 o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spilis, 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 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
gailtons. The frain that incinerated Lac-Méganiic, Quebec in July 2013 spiled more than 1.6 million galions of
crude {about 60 fanker 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 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 fime 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 that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EP A-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.

Sincerely,

Dr. Joseph Herlovsky
11419 Clover Bivd.

Los Angeles, CA 200446
us



From: Kathryn Callaway <kathyc®llaway.com>

Sent; Woednesday, October 28, 2015 8:24 PM

To: Amy Million B
Subject: RE: Public comment on Valero crude-by-rail project R

e ]
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Principal Planner, Benicia Community Development Depariment Amy Million,

Dear Mrs. Million,

I am writing to express deep concern over Valero's proposed ol frain offlociding facility in Benicia. According to
the EIR, this project would create severat significant andg unavoidable impacts” that could devastate my
community.

Bringing oil frains into Benicia will create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution for communities all along
the rail route and near the refinery. The EIR identifies several significant and unavoidable air impacts from toxins
and known carcinogens including increased pollution from NOx, sulfur dioxide, PM 2.5, and benzene.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions, and fires along the UPRR mainiine “would be
significant for all of the fank car designs,” including the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars. Such a disaster could result in
significant loss of life, long-term economic loss, and contamination of our precious wetiands and waterways. This
level of risk is aiso unacceptable.

The EIR also assumes the "worst case" scenario is a spill of 8 tanker cars, or about 240,000 gallons. The train that
incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Québec in July 2013 spilled over 1.6 miflion gallons of crude, or about 40 tanker cars.
the EIR must assume a worst case scenario that reflects existing data on recent spills. Without an accurate worst
case scenario analysis, this project can not be approved.

The revised EIR identifies “significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's existing
climate low mandating the state move to an 80% reduction of greenhouse gas by 2050. At a fime when
wildfires are raging and the drought is more dire than ever, it is imperative we invest in safe, clean energy rather
than extreme oil infrastructure.

In addifion, analysis of census data demonstrates that a vast majority of people who will be impacted by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentat justice communities - primarily low-income and communities of
color. Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentat racism in communities fiving clong the
rail routes.

For all these reasons, | respectfully urge the Planning Commission and City Council to not certify this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed ¢ll train ferminal in Benicia,

Sincerely,
Kathryn Callaway

PO Box 826
Woodacre, California 94973

<http://click.actionnetwork.org/mpss/o/TAATKLWXAA/110/b3se TIWCS063DbFrAANEVA /0. gif>



From: Jeff Snell <jeffrsnell@yahco.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 10:19 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 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 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, nifrogen
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 train.

According o 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-buitt DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits are set fo 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resutt in significant loss of fife, long-ferm economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways.

The ERR also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o 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 resuited in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenatio analysis that reflects existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts ihat 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. Af 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-designafed environmentaljustice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentdl injustice,

For alt these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city council fo deny certification for this EIR and
refect Valero's proposed of train termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Jeff Snell

301 Pennsylvania §t, Unit 104
Ca, CA 94590
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From: Jamileh Stroman <gardeniarose3@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 7:58 PM o
To: Amy Million LotV
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projeet - |
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Dear Ms. Million,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oil 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 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, 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 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-buili 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 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 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 exisiing
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 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 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 a legacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Jamileh Stroman
4015 Vilruvian Way #501

Addison, TX 75001
us
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Amy Million

From: Cooper Wright <cooperwright@ymail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 1:.06 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 environmental impact report (EIR}, this project would create several significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my humbile community.,

For one, bringing oil 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 EIR idenfifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine parficulate 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 train.

According to the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, expiosions 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 foss of life, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways,

The EIR dlso 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 1.4 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 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” cliimate 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
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 peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communifies - primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project wilt onty 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,
Cooper Wright
110 white chapel drive

Benicia, CA 94510
us
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From; Cindy Loomis <loomisc@ehs.ucla.edu>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 12:23 PM

To: Amy Million

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

Bear 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 unaveidable 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 atong the rail route and near the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter {PM 2.5). Oif 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 ot 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 fimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could result in significant loss of iife, 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 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 to reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 leveis and move to an 80 percent
reduction 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 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 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 oif train ferminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Cindy Loomis
1021 16th 5%

Santa Monica, CA 90403
Us
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From: Judith Sheppard <judith_sheppard@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 11:29 AM

Teo: Army 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 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 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). Ol frains of this size typicailly 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 aiong 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 ¢ 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
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 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 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 finafly. 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 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 oit frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Judlith Sheppard
74 Cormmon Road

Chandlers Ford, ot 5053 1HB
GB
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From: Betty Westman <bjwestman@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 8:11 AM
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 il 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 ol 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 matier (PM 2.5). Oil frains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent polliution 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 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
ond waterways.

The EIR also 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 spilled more than 1.4 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 spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies significant and unavoidable” climate impacis that conilict with Cdliforniar’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 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 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,

Betty Westmon

12984 Murphy Rd
Nevada City, CA 95959
Us
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From: Richard O'Hara <RickChara396@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 12:20 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 ol trains info Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along ihe 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), Oif irains 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 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 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
gations. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.4 million gattons 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
daila 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 a time of exireme 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 live in EPA-designated environmental-justice communifies - 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 councit to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valera's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Richard O'Hara
Faye

Efland, NC 27243
us



From: Cheryl Costigan <Hklbrries@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 2:54 PM

To: Amy Million

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

Dear Ms. Milion,

Fam 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 severadl significant and unavoidable impacis”
that could harm my community,

For one, bringing oll frains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable 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 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 cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainiine "would be
significant for ot 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 lite, long-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetiands
and waterways,

The EIR alsc 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 gccurale worst-c:ase-scenqno 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 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 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 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 environmentat 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 frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Cheryt Costigon
PO Box 905

1D, 1D 83869

us



Amy Million

Fronm: Lynette Tudorache <Tudorlyn@gmail.com>

Sent; Thursday, October 29, 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 train offloading facility 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 trains into Benicia is expected fo create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near ihe refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matier (PM 2.5). Ol frains of this size typically have three
dieset engines emitting 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 puncture
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 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 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 tIR 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 exfreme drought and intense heat waves, we must
invest in safe. clean energy rather than dangerous oil infrastructure.

And finaity, 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, 1 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,

Lynette Tudorache
115 Morris st.

Jersey city, NJ 07302
Us



Amy Million

AR
From: Glna Guzzo <Guzzo.gina@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 4:52 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project ; TR
D § Y
i i
Dear Ms. Million, oS Lo
,{
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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 several “significant and unavoidable impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil 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 ER 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 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 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 curment speed limits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resutt in significant loss of iife, 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 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 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 Caiifornia’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 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 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 il frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Ging Guzzo

475 E 5th street
Benicia, CA 04520
us
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From: mauricio carvajal <carvaggro666@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 5:14 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Pear 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 unavoidabie impacts”
that could harm my community.

For one, bringing oil trains 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 niiric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Oil frains 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 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 also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight fanker 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 dlso resuited 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 impacts that confiict with California’s
existing law fo reduce greenhouse gas pollution by 80 percent below 1990 leveis and move to an 80 percent
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050. At a fime of exireme drought and iniense 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 peopie who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-designated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will onty add to a legacy of environmenidl 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 terminatl in Benicia.

Sincerely,

mauricio corvajal
viento norte 4018
Santiago, of 9291583
CL
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Fram: Myra Nissen <myra@myranissen.com>
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 7:25 AM
To: Amy Million

Subject: Protect Qur Communities and Deny Valero’s Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

I am writing with serious concermn about Valero's proposed oil frain offioading focility 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 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). Oif 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 nof-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture

resistance of only 18 mph even while current speed limils 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 dlso 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 spilied 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 caiching 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 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 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-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add fo a legacy of environmenial 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 terminat in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Myra Nissen

454 E F §t

Benicia, CA 94510
Us
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From: Leslie Greaves <lLesliegg@att.net>

Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 6:23 AM

To: Amy Million

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

1

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”
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, nitfrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5), Ol trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent pofiution 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 not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require o puncture
resistance of oniy 18 mph even while current speed fimits 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 cur precious wetlands
and waterways,

The EIR dlso wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is a spill of just eight tanker cars, or aboui 240,000
galions. The train 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 dalso 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 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 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 mcjority 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 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 termingl in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Leslie Greaves

130 Eastburn Court Apt 1
San Bruno, CA 94064

Us



From: Sandra Stanley <sskissmygrits@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 2:21 AM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

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

For one, bringing oll trains into Benicia is expected to creaie unacceptabie increases in toxic 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 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 curent 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
gatlons, The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spified 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 reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannot be approved.

The revised £IR 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 gas emissions by 2050. At a time of extreme droughi and iniense 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 peopie 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 all these reasons, | urge you, the planning commission and city councif to deny cerfification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Sandra Stanley

316 Ely Blvd. South
Petaluma, CA 94954
Us



Amy Million

R
From: Farest Frasieur <frforest@sbceglobal net>
Senti: Friday, October 30, 2015 1.57 AM
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”
that could harm my cormnmunity.

For one, bringing oil frains 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 idenifies 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 emitfing the equivalent poliution 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-buiit 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
gatlons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 million gaitons 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 poliufion 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 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-designated environmenial-justice communities — primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add 1o a legacy of environmental injustice.

For oll these reasons, 1 urge you, the planning commission and city council {6 deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oif train terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Forest Frasieur

454 E E 5t

Benicic, CA 94510
us



Amy Million

B R
From: jana williams <csong@®care2.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 11:51 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valera's Rail Projes

Dear Ms. Miliion,

Fam writing with serious concern about Valero's proposed oft 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). Gil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poflution 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 "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 iimits are set to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resutt in significant loss of life, fong-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 Norih Dakota have diso 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 ER 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 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-designatfed 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
refect Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

jana williams

2312 walnut st
bellingham, WA 98225
us



Amx Million

From: Patricia Meyer <essences@patsgarden.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 1019 PM

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

fam writing with serfous concermn about Valero's proposed ot 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 toxic air poliution to
towns adiong 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 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 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
coutd 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
gailons. The train that incinerated Loc-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 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 unovoidable” 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 findlly, an analysis of census data has shown that a vast majority of people who will be harmed by this
project live in EPA-dssignated environmentaljustice communities -- primarily low-income and of color.
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmenidl 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,
Patricia Mevyer
%22 Carmel Circle

San Mateo, CA 94402
us
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Amy Million

S i R s
From: Barbara Williams <Contact@DareToDreamNetwork.net>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 8:58 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project e G 2R
‘%«,-‘;ﬂ NI AN ;
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 oll 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, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur 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 train.

According 1o the EIR, the cumulative risk of spills, explosions and fires along the Union Pacific mainfine "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 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
gailons. 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 resutted in
20 or more tanker cars catfching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis 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 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 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 - prirnarily 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 commission and city council to deny certification for this EIR and
reject Valero's proposed oil frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Barbara Williams
PO B 848

Abiquiu, NM 87510
us
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Amy Million

i
From: Rachael Rocamora <rrrocamora@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 8:50 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 oit 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 dir pollution 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). Oll 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-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, fong-term economic damage and contamination of our precious wetlands
and waterways.

the ERR 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 galions of
crude (about 60 fanker cars), and accidents in West Virginia, Aiabama and North Dakota have also resulted in
20 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
data onrecent spills, 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 o 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 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 project will only add to a legacy of environmenial injustice.

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

Sincerely,
Rachael Rocamora
3019 Branderwood Dr.

Greensboro, NC 27406
US

19



Amy Million

S
From: Sharman Saffier Willis <sharmansaffiermft@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 844 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect OQur Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Project

Dear Ms. Million,

s T
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 ol trains info Benicia is expected o 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 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 mainline "would be
significant for all 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 cutrent speed limits are sef to 50 mph in most areas. Just one accident
could resutt 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 spiit 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 identifies "significant and unavoidabie” ciimate 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 finally, an anailysis 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 councit 1o deny certification for this FIR and
reject Valero's proposed ol frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,
Sharman Saffier Willis
2005 Cedar Ridge Drive

Stockton, CA 95207
Us
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* From: Vard Vilensky <Vshopl0l@mac.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 7:53 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 oit frain offloading facility in Benicia. According to
the environmental impact report (EIR), this projeci 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 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). 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 to the EIR, the cumulative 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-yei-buitt DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistance of only 18 mph even while cumrent 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 spilf 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 (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 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 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 environmenid! 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,
Vard Vilensky

116 mojestic Ve
San francisco, CA 94112
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Amx Million

From: Stefi Burkhard <Stefi-email@cox.net>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 6;56 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 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 oif frains info Benicia is expected o create unacceptable increases in toxic air 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 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 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-buitt 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 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 sight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gallons. The train thai 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 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 ievels 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 majerity 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 aif 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,
Stefi Burkhard
765 Camino Magnifico

San Marcos, CA 92069
us
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Amy Million

i S
From: Anita Barzman <abarzman@LMLnet>
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 6:34 PM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Raif Projec

Dear Ms. Million,

I om 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 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, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particuiate matter (PM 2.5). Oil trains of this size typically have three
diesel engines emitting the equivalent poilution 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 fank 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 fife, 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
gatlons. 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 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 BiR 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 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 aif 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,
Anila Barzman
322 B Camino del Maor #4

San Francisco, CA 94121
us
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From: Deborah Landowne <dlandowne@att.net>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 5:.26 PM

To: Amy Miltion

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

| am writing with serious concern about Yalero's proposed oil irain 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 trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the rail route and near the refinery. Specificafly the EIR identifies increases in nifric oxide, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter [PM 2.5). Ol trains 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 punclure
resistance of only 18 mph even while curent 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
gaitons. The train 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, 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 ailso 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 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 iow-income and of color,
Approving this project will only add to a legacy of environmentat 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,
Deborah Landowne
740 Estancia Way

San Rafael, CA 94903
us
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Amy Million

RO s
From: Rosemary Rodriguez <rodriguezrosemary07@gmail.com>
Seni: Thursday, October 29, 2015 5.24 PM
Tou 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 offfoading 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 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, nitrogen
dioxide, suifur 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 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
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 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 diso 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 EIR aiso identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate impacts that conflict with California's
existing taw 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 exfreme 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 maojority 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 fo a legacy of environmental injustice.

For ait 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,
Rosemary Rodriguez
643 Keats 5T

San Anfonio, TX 78214
us
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Amy Million

it MR SN
From: Jake Davis <Jakesdavis@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 12:33 AM
To: Amy Million
Subject: Protect Our Communities and Deny Valero's Rail Projec

Dear 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 oit trains into Benicia is expected to create unacceptable increases in toxic air poliution to
towns along the rdit 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). Oil trains of ihis size fypically 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 aiong the Union Pacific mainline "would be
significant for aif of the fank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-buit 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
gallons. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in july 2013 spilled more than 1.6 mitfion 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 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 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 1o alegacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,

Jake Davis

120 Three Qaks Ci.
Chico, CA 95973
us



From: Lourdes Gonzaga <g.lourdes09@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2015 10:14 PM

To: Amy Million

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

Dear Ms. Million,

t am writing with serious concemn about Valero's proposed oil train 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 o create unacceptable increases in toxic dir pollution to
towns along the rail route and neaor the refinery. Specifically the EIR identifies increases in nitric oxide, nifrogen
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, benzene and fine particulate matter (PM 2.5). Olf 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 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 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
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 andiysis 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 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 alegacy of environmental injustice.

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

Sincerely,

Lourdes Gonzaga
937 Solanc Avenue
Albany, CA 94706
us



Amy Million
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From: jan kirk <lionart77777@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 12:36 AM
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 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 comimunity.

For one, bringing oil trains info Benicia is expected to create unacceptabie increases in toxic air pollution to
towns along the raif 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 tfrains 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 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 also wrongly assumes the "worst case” scenario is o spili of just eight tanker cars, or about 240,000
gadions. The train that incinerated Lac-Mégantic, Quebec in July 2013 spilled more than 1.6 milion gaillons 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 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 exireme 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 EP A-designated snvironmentaljustice 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 frain terminal in Benicia.

Sincerely,

jan kirk

1821 redwood ave
recdwood city, CA 94061
us



Amy Million

S i T Lot i
From: Morden Cheatham <dantham®@urcad.org>
Sent: Friday, October 30, 2015 10:55 AM T
iy Amy Milion ' ECEIVE

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

Dear Ms. Miliion,

t 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 poltution to
towns dlong 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 emilting the equivaient 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 "wouid be
significant for all of the tank car designs.” This includes the not-yet-built DOT-117 cars, which require a puncture
resistonce of only 18 mph even while current speed fimits 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 waterways,

The EIR also wrongly assumes the "worst case™ scenario is a spill of just eight fanker 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 alse resulted in
26 or more tanker cars catching fire. Without an accurate worst-case-scenario analysis that reflecis existing
data on recent spills, this project cannet be approved.

The revised EIR also identifies "significant and unavoidable” climate 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 a time of extreme droughi 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 — 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 ol frain ferminagl in Benicia.

Sincerely,

Norden Cheatham
1515 Shasta Drive #3323
Davis, CA 95614

Us



