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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this Document

This Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (Revised DEIR) has been prepared by the City of
Benicia (City), as the lead agency with primary responsibility for analyzing potential effects of the
Crude by Rail Project (Project) proposed by the Valero Benicia Refinery (Refinery) under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)! and as the agency with primary authority for
Project approval under state and local law.2

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was issued for the Project in June 2014 that analyzes
the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Refinery’s proposed receipt of up to

70,000 barrels per day of North American crude oil by railroad tank cars (up to 100 railcars per
day) and the construction, operation, and maintenance of a new railcar unloading rack where
crude oil would be unloaded from the railcars and pumped into existing crude oil storage tanks. The
amount of crude oil delivered by railcar would be offset by a corresponding decrease in crude oil
that currently is delivered by marine vessels (ERM, 2012; ERM, 2013). The Project would not
increase the Refinery’s total crude oil throughput or result in an increase in the production of
existing products or byproducts. The DEIR analyzes potential impacts of the Project primarily
between two points: Roseville, California, where the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) would
dispatch tank cars received via existing rail lines from a number of potential points of origination
across the nation for shipment into the Refinery, and the Refinery itself.3

In response to requests made in comments on the DEIR, the City is issuing this Revised DEIR for
public input to consider potential impacts that could occur “uprail” of Roseville, California (i.e.,
between a crude oil train’s point of origin and the California State border, and from the border to
Roseville) and to supplement the DEIR’s evaluation of the potential consequences of upsets or
accidents involving crude oil trains based on new information that has become available since the
DEIR was published. In order to allow the public and interested agencies the opportunity to
review this information, the City has elected to recirculate certain portions of the DEIR. The City
has prepared this Revised DEIR in compliance with Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines

(14 Cal. Code Regs. §15088.5) and will use it in conjunction with other information developed in
the City’s formal record when considering the Project.

1 Ppub. Res. Code §21000 et seq. Implementing regulations, the “CEQA Guidelines,” are found in Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations beginning with section 15000.

2 See, e.g., Gov’t Code §65000 et seq.

3 Roseville is home to one of UPRR’s two California system classification yards, where freight trains that consist of
isolated cars and unit trains are divided according to their destinations; UPRR’s other system classification yard is
in West Colton (Southern California) (Caltrans, 2013).

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 1-1 August 2015
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1. Introduction

It is theoretically possible, due to track sharing agreements (also called “trackage rights™), for
crude to be provided to the Refinery via any of the North American freight railroad tracks, which
are shown in Figure 1-1, North American Freight Railroads. However, it is more likely that
UPRR’s existing crude network (Figure 1-2, Union Pacific Crude Network) would be used to
transport Project-related crude because the UPRR rail line already provides rail access for the
Refinery and because Refinery personnel have indicated that the UPRR would serve the Project
(see, e.g., ERM, 2013). Further, based on information provided in application materials submitted
by Refinery personnel (ERM, 2013), the DEIR and this Revised DEIR assume for purposes of
analysis that all Project-related crude would be routed through Roseville.# Accordingly, this
analysis focuses on the lines leading from Roseville toward the California border and points
beyond from the north (Oregon to Roseville), northeast (Nevada to Roseville, Northern), and east
(Nevada to Roseville, Southern). See Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes.

4 UPRR confirmed in November 2014, “There are currently no plans for any other service unit [besides Roseville] to
provide crude trains to the Valero Benicia refinery.” (Valero, 2014)

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 1-2 August 2015
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1. Introduction

Acknowledging that, on the basis of federal preemption, neither the Refinery nor the City has
authority to dictate or limit routes selected by UPRR (see DEIR Section 3.7, Federal Preemption
of Railroad Regulation, DEIR Appendix L, and Revised DEIR Appendices G and H), it is
possible that Project-related crude oil could reach the Refinery through Roseville using routes
from southern California (see Figure 1-4, California Class I Rail System). However, based upon
Valero’s statement that trains would be dispatched from Roseville to the Refinery in 50 tank car
unit trains (Valero, 2014), it is less likely that Project trains would use the southern route because
they first would have to travel through Sacramento to Roseville, and then back through
Sacramento to reach the Refinery. For the reasons explained on a resource-by-resource basis in
Chapter 2 of this Revised DEIR, potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil
transport by rail approaching the Refinery from the south are expected to be substantially similar
to the type and severity of impacts that could result between the Refinery and the State border via
any of the northern routes. The potential impacts that could occur as a result of delivery of crude
oil to the Refinery via a southern route are analyzed in Chapter 2 of this Revised DEIR.

The analysis in this Revised DEIR analyzes reasonable worst case scenarios as appropriate on a
resource-by-resource basis. See, for example, Section 2.6.2 regarding uprail air quality-related
impacts, Section 2.11.1 regarding greenhouse gas emissions, and 2.12.6 regarding hazards and
hazardous materials. In this way, the analysis is appropriately conservative in its impact
determinations.

1.2 Recirculation and Public Comment

Because the proposed revisions are limited to a few portions of the DEIR, the City is recirculating
only the affected portions of the analysis (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15088.5(c)). For example, for most
resources two new sections are being added: one captioned “Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures” and the other captioned “Summary of Impacts.” By contrast, for Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, revisions proposed in this Revised DEIR affect other portions of the DEIR as noted.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), anyone wishing to submit written comments
on the Revised DEIR should limit those comments to the revised portions shown in Chapter 2 of
this Revised DEIR. New text that has been added is shown as underlined text. Text that has been
deleted is shown as strikethrough text. Consistent with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, the City’s
Final EIR for the Project will include written responses to all substantive comments received on the
DEIR and this Revised DEIR.

This Revised DEIR will be available for public comment for 45 days beginning on August 31,
2015, when the Notice of Completion and Notice of Availability of the Revised DEIR will be
submitted to the State Clearinghouse and the Notice of Availability will be published in the Benicia
Herald and Vallejo Times Herald. Written comments on the revisions to the DEIR shown in
Chapter 2 of this Revised DEIR should be sent to the City of Benicia Community Development
Department, Attention: Amy Million, 250 East L Street, Benicia, CA 94510.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 1-5 August 2015
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report
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CHAPTER 2

Revisions to the Draft EIR

This chapter presents the City’s revisions to the DEIR relating to impacts that could occur uprail
of Roseville, California (i.e., between a crude oil train’s point of origin and the California State
border, and from the border to Roseville) and a supplemental quantitative evaluation of potential
consequences of upsets or accidents. Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of uprail impacts
assume normal operating conditions and are analyzed on a resource-by-resource basis. Potential
indirect effects (sometimes called “secondary effects™) that could occur as a consequence of a
train car-related upset or accident (including, but not limited to, potential secondary impacts to
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, and Hydrology and Water Quality)
are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. New text added to
the DEIR is shown as underlined text. Text that has been deleted from the DEIR is shown as
strikethrough text. Introductory, explanatory, and contextual material is provided in italics to
assist the reader. Italicized text does not denote a change to the DEIR. This Revised DEIR
proposes no revisions to subjects, sections, or portions of the DEIR other than as noted below in

strikethrough and underlined text.

2.1 DEIR Executive Summary

The DEIR’s Executive Summary (p. ES-1 et seq.) includes Section ES-1, Introduction (p. ES-1);
Section ES-2, Project Objectives (p. ES-1 et seq.); Section ES-3, Project Setting and Location

(p. ES-2 et seq.); Section ES-4, Project Description (p. ES-3 et seq.); Section ES-5, Alternatives

(p. ES-4 et seq.); Section ES-6, Environmentally Superior Alternative(p. ES-7); Section ES-7, Areas
of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved (p. ES-7 et seq.); and Section ES-8, Summary of Impacts
(p. ES-6 et seq.). The DEIR’s Executive Summary has been further developed and refined to clarify
the geographic scope of the whole of the Project as extending between the various potential North
American points of origin of Project-related crude oil and the Refinery; to clarify the temporal
context of the Project in terms of the rapidly evolving regulatory regime that governs the transport
of crude by rail; and to reflect conclusions reached in the Revised DEIR regarding the potential
uprail effects of transporting Project-related crude by rail.

The Executive Summary, as set forth below in this Revised DEIR, replaces the DEIR Executive
Summary in its entirety.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-1 August 2015
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

2.1.1 DEIR ES-1, Introduction

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document that does three things:
discloses to the public and to decision-makers the environmental effects of the Crude by Rail
project (Project) proposed by Valero at the oil refinery it owns and operates in Benicia, California
(Refinery); lists ways that potential significant effects of the Project might be minimized; and
identifies and analyzed alternatives to the Project.

Valero filed a Land Use Application with the City of Benicia Community Development
Department’s Planning Division (the City) in December 2012 seeking Use Permit authorization for
the Refinery to receive a proportion of its existing crude oil deliveries by railcar, i.e., up to

70,000 barrels? per day of North American crude (ERM, 2012). The amount of crude oil delivered
by railcar would be offset by a corresponding decrease in crude oil delivered by marine vessels
(ERM, 2012). The Project would not increase the Refinery’s total crude oil throughput or result in
an increase in the production of existing products or byproducts. The City is the CEQA lead agency.

This Executive Summary includes the following sections:

Introduction (ES-1)

Project Objectives (ES-2)

Project Setting and Location (ES-3)

Project Description (ES-4)

Alternatives (ES-5)

Environmentally Superior Alternative (ES-6)

Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved (ES-7)
Summary of Impacts (ES-8)

This EIR assesses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that could occur as a
result of the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project and alternatives to the
Project. Based on this analysis, this EIR preliminarily identifies Alternative 1 — Limiting Project
to One 50-Car Train Delivery per Day as the Environmentally Superior Alternative.

2.1.2 DEIR ES-2, Project Objectives

The Refinery converts crude oil into finished products, including gasoline, jet fuel, liguefied
petroleum gas, heating oil, fuel oil, asphalt, petroleum coke, and sulfur. Valero has proposed the
Project for the purpose of receiving a larger proportion of its crude oil by railcar, up to

70,000 barrels per day of North American crude (ERM, 2012, ERM, 2013). The Project has the
following objectives:

1. Allow for the delivery of up to 70,000 barrels per day of North American-sourced crude oil
by rail.

2. Replace marine vessel delivery with rail delivery of up to 70,000 barrels per day of crude oil.

1 One barrel is equivalent to 42 gallons of crude oil.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-2 August 2015
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

3. Mitigate project-related impacts.

4, Implement the Project without changing existing Refinery process equipment or Refinery
process operations, other than operation of the Project components.

5. Continue to meet requirements of existing rules and regulations pertaining to oil refining
including the State of California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32).

2.1.3 DEIR ES-3, Project Setting and Location

The Refinery is located at 3400 East Second Street, an industrial area in the eastern portion of the
City of Benicia, in Solano County. The Refinery lies in a general north-south orientation near and
west of Interstate 680. The Refinery is located along the northern edge of the Suisun Bay below a
low range of coastal hills. See Figure ES-1, Regional Location. To the west of East Second Street
is open space, and the closest residential areas are approximately 3,000 feet to the south and west
of the Refinery, and approximately 2,100 feet to the northwest. Refinery operations occupy
approximately 330 acres of Valero’s 880 acre property.

The Refinery dock is located on the Carquinez Strait between the Benicia-Martinez Bridge and
the Port of Benicia wharf. The Refinery’s marine terminal and pipeline to the Refinery provide
access for receiving and shipping bulk cargoes (including crude) by marine vessel. The existing
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) rail line provides rail access for the Refinery and for the Benicia
Industrial Park, which is located east and north of the Refinery. See Figure ES-2, Valero Refinery
Boundary. Presently, the Refinery uses tank cars to receive chemicals used in refining and to ship
refined products from the Refinery.

The Project site is located in the northeastern portion of the Refinery property, between the
eastern side of the lower tank farm and the fence adjacent to Sulphur Springs Creek. See

Figure ES-3, Site Plan. Existing facilities within the Project site include siding track and a liquid
spill containment area (including an associated containment berm).

2.1.4 DEIR ES-4, Project Description

Valero proposes to install, operate, and maintain new equipment, pipelines, and associated
infrastructure as well as new and realigned segments of existing railroad track within the Refinery
boundary to allow the Refinery to receive a portion of its crude oil feedstock deliveries by tank
car. More specifically, the Project would allow Valero to accept up to 100 tank cars of crude oil a
day in two 50-car trains. The trains would enter the Refinery on an existing rail spur that crosses
Park Road. Crude oil unloaded from the tank cars would be pumped to an existing storage tank in
the Refinery via a new crude offloading pipeline. The amount of crude oil delivered by railcar
would offset the amount of crude oil delivered by marine vessels. See generally ERM, 2012,
ERM, 2013, Valero, 2013a, and Valero, 2013b.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-3 August 2015
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Key components of the Project are shown in Figure ES-3, Site Plan, and include:

) Installation of a new offloading rack capable of offloading two parallel rows of 25 crude oil
rail cars (50 total cars per train). The rail unloading rack and track would be located on the
west side of Sulphur Springs Creek.

) Removal of approximately 1,800 feet of the existing earthen liquid spill containment berm
for the tanks abutting the tank car unloading facilities and constructing a new concrete
berm approximately 12 feet west of the existing berm.

) Installation of one new 20-foot service road to be located adjacent to the western side of the
proposed unloading rail spurs.

) Installation of approximately 4,000 feet of new 16-inch diameter aboveground crude oil
pipeline and associated components and infrastructure to be installed between the proposed
offloading racks and existing crude supply piping.

. Installation of approximately 8,880 track-feet of new track on Refinery property, including:
614 track-feet approaching the proposed unloading area, two offloading rail spurs (the
western side of the unloading rack would include 2,216 track-feet; the eastern side of the
unloading rack would include 2,275 track-feet), a parallel engine runaround track
(2,262 track-feet), and a departure track on Refinery property to allow receipt of rail cars at
the proposed offloading racks. The rail spurs and parallel engine runaround track would be
constructed between the east side of the lower tank farm and Sulphur Springs Creek.

. Realignment of approximately 3,560 track-feet currently located on Refinery property.

. Relocation of an existing firewater pipeline, compressor station, and existing underground
infrastructure to accommodate the new rail tracks.

. Relocation of existing groundwater monitoring wells from along Avenue “A” to a location
between Sulphur Springs Creek and the proposed offloading rack.

The Project would not increase the amount of crude oil or the amounts of petroleum products that
could be processed at the Refinery. The Project would not involve any changes to existing Refinery
operations or process equipment, other than those summarized above and described in more detail
in Chapter 3, Project Description. The Project would require no change to the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) operating permit regarding the Refinery’s crude oil processing
rate and would not result in any change to the emissions limits set forth in the Refinery’s current
BAAQMD permits. See DEIR Section 1.10, Permits and Approvals, regarding the authorizations
expected to be necessary in addition to a Use Permit from the City before the Project could proceed.

If the Project is approved as proposed, up to 70,000 barrels of crude oil would arrive at the Refinery
each day by rail. The UPRR would transport the crude oil from a variety of potential North American
sources to UPRR’s J.R. Davis Yard in Roseville, California (the “Roseville Yard”) in unit trains?

2 Unit trains carry just one commodity, such as grain or crude oil. All of the cars in a unit train are shipped together
from the same origin to the same destination.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-6 August 2015
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

using existing rail lines. Unit trains would consist of 50 or up to 100 tank cars (Valero, 2013c). 100-
tank car trains would be transported with four locomotives and two buffer cars;350-tank car trains
would be transported with two locomotives and two buffer cars. Two 50-car trains would be
dispatched from the Roseville Yard to the Refinery each day. UPRR would own and operate the
locomotive engines. Valero would own or lease the tank cars. Valero proposes to use non-jacketed
Casualty Prevention Circular (CPC)-1232-compliant tank cars. See DEIR Section 3.4.1.3, Tank
Cars, for more information.

2.1.5 DEIR ES-5, Alternatives

This EIR considers one No Project Alternative and three project alternatives. Each is summarized
below.

2.1.5.1 No Project Alternative

Under the No Project alternative, the Project would not be constructed, which would prevent crude
oil from being transported to the Refinery via tank car and have no effect on the Refinery’s existing
ability to process crude oil received via other existing, approved mechanisms such as by marine
vessel or pipeline. The Refinery’s existing facilities at the site of the proposed unloading racks and
spurs would remain. Air emissions (both criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases) from marine
vessels that transport crude oil into the Bay Area Air Basin would remain unchanged, because there
would be no reduction in marine vessel trips to the Refinery. Valero would not be able to achieve
most of its Project objectives.

2.1.5.2 Alternative 1: Limiting Project to One 50-Car Train Delivery per
Day

Under this alternative the Project would operate with a 50% reduction in the proposed number of
train deliveries to the Refinery per day. Deliveries would be limited to a maximum of one# 50-car
train each day, containing a daily total of 35,000 barrels. This single train would be delivered during
nighttime hours (between 8:00 p.m. and 5:00 a.m.) and once emptied, would depart the Refinery
during nighttime hours and be returned to its origination point. All other aspects of this alternative
would be the same as the Project. This alternative would not allow Valero to fully achieve the
primary Project objectives 1 and 2, but would still fulfill Project objectives 3 through 5.

Any limitation on the volume of product shipped or the frequency, route, or configuration of such
shipments is preempted under federal law. See Revised DEIR Appendix G. See also Valero’s
statement regarding preemption in Revised DEIR Appendix H. Thus, Alternative 1 is legally
infeasible.

3 Railroads use “buffer” cars primarily to comply with U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations
regarding separation of occupied equipment (i.e., locomotives) from hazardous materials cars. Buffer cars provide
no transportation function.

4 This means that one 50-car train would be delivered for unloading each day and after unloading the 50-car train
would return to its origination point.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-8 August 2015
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2.1.5.3 Alternative 2: Two 50-Car Trains Delivered during Nighttime
Hours

Under this alternative, the Project would be required to schedule all Park Road train crossings
during nighttime hours only (between 8:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.). As described in the DEIR, this
could be accomplished through either a single 100-car train or sequencing two 50-car trains such
that they are delivered and subsequently depart only during nighttime hours; however, it since has
been determined that Valero cannot accept 100-cars at a time due to the constraints placed by
UPRR and insufficient on-site capacity at the Refinery to handle 100 cars at once. All other
aspects of this alternative would be the same as the Project. This alternative would allow Valero
to achieve most of its Project objectives.

Any limitation on the timing of deliveries by train (independent of whether such trains would
consist of 50 or 100 cars) is preempted under federal law. See Revised DEIR Appendix G. Thus,
Alternative 2 is legally infeasible.

2.1.5.4 Alternative 3: Offsite Unloading Terminal

This alternative would consist of a separate, offsite facility where crude oil could be shipped by
either marine vessel or rail, and then transferred to the Refinery by a new pipeline or truck. There
are two variations to this alternative: 1) an offsite terminal would be developed and operated by
Valero, and 2) an offsite terminal would be independently developed and operated by a third

party.

The construction of new or modification of existing infrastructure could be required to receive
crude oil at the offsite facility, transfer it to the Refinery, and/or integrate the new delivery
method into the Refinery’s existing infrastructure. Once a location and other necessary details
about the offsite facility have been identified, subsequent site-specific CEQA review would be
required for the facility and the pipeline or other method of conveyance necessary to receive it
within the Refinery. This alternative would meet all objectives of the Project.

2.1.6 DEIR ES-6, Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires an EIR to identify an environmentally superior
alternative. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project Alternative, the EIR also
must identify an environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. In general,
the environmentally superior alternative is defined as that alternative with the least adverse impacts
to the Project area and its surrounding environment. A comparison of potential impacts of the
Project and alternatives is provided in Table ES-1, Proposed Project v. Alternatives: Summary of
Environmental Impact Conclusions.
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TABLE ES-1

PROPOSED PROJECT VS. ALTERNATIVES

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CONCLUSIONS

Limiting Project to One 50- Two 50-Car Trains
Car Train Delivery per Day Delivered during Nighttime | Offsite Unloading Terminal
Resource Area | Proposed Project (Alternative 1) Hours (Alternative 2) (Alternative 3) No Project Alternative
Air Quality Impacts to air quality would be | Impacts to air quality would be | Impacts to air quality would Impacts to air quality would Although criteria pollutant
significant and unavoidable greater than the Project be the same as the Project. likely be similar to the Project, | emissions would be greater
because the Project would because the decrease in No Preference. as emissions from train trips than the Project, overall
contribute to an existing or emissions associated with - would be similar. impacts to air quality would
projected air quality violation 50% reduction in train trips No Preference. be less than the Project
and result in a cumulatively would not offset marine vessel - because significant and
considerable increase in emissions. unavoidable impacts
0z0one precursor emissions. Not Preferred. associated with train trips
No Preference. would not occur.
Most Preferred.
Biological Impacts to biological resources | Impacts to biological Impacts to biological Impacts to biological Impacts to biological
Resources would be less than significant resources would be less than | resources would slightly resources would likely be resources would be less than
or less than significant with the Project due to reduced greater than the Project due greater than the Project due to | the Project because no
mitigation, but could have potential for a train derailment. | to increased noise effects construction of additional construction would occur and
secondary effects due to train Slight Preference. during nighttime hours. Project infrastructure. no crude oil would be
derailment. Least Preference. Not Preferred. delivered by train.
No Preference. Most Preferred.
Cultural The Project would have no Impacts to cultural resources Impacts to cultural resources | Impacts to cultural resources Secondary effects to cultural
Resources impact to cultural resources, would be less than the Project | would be the same as the would be the same as the resources would be less than
but could have secondary due to reduced potential for Project. Project. the Project because no crude
effects due to train derailment. | train derailment. No Preference. No Preference. oil _would be delivered by
No Preference. Slight Preference. train.
Most Preferred.
Energy Impacts to energy Impacts to energy Impacts to energy Impacts to energy Although transport of crude
Conservation conservation would be less conservation would be less conservation would be the conservation would likely be by rail is less efficient than by
than significant or less than due to the 50% reduction in same as the Project. similar to the Project, marine vessel, the distances
significant with mitigation. train trips. No Preference. depending on the distance travelled by marine vessel
No Preference. Most Preferred. - between the terminal and may result in greater energy
- - Refinery. use.
No Preference. No Preference.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report

2-10

August 2015



2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

TABLE ES-1 (Continued)

PROPOSED PROJECT VS. ALTERNATIVES

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CONCLUSIONS

Resource Area

Proposed Project

Limiting Project to One 50-

Two 50-Car Trains

Car Train Delivery per Day

Delivered during Nighttime

Offsite Unloading Terminal

(Alternative 1)

Hours (Alternative 2)

(Alternative 3)

No Project Alternative

Geology and Impacts to geology and soils Impacts to geology and soils Impacts to geology and soils | Impacts to geology and soils Impacts to geology and soils
Soils would be less than significant would be less than the Project | would be the same as the would be the same as the would be less than the
or less than significant with due to reduced potential for a | Project. Project. Project because no
mitigation, but could have train derailment. No Preference. No Preference. construction would occur and
secondary effects from a Slight Preference. - - no crude oil would be
seismic event resulting in a delivered by train.
derailment and subsequent Most Preferred.
adverse effects to people and -
structures.
No Preference.
Greenhouse Impacts to greenhouse gas Impacts to greenhouse gas Impacts to greenhouse gas Impacts to greenhouse gas Impacts to greenhouse gas

Gas Emissions

emissions would be significant

emissions would be greater

emissions would be the same

emissions would likely be

emissions would be greater

and unavoidable because the

than the Project because the

as the Project.

Project would generate
significant levels of GHG and

decrease in emissions
associated with 50% reduction

conflict with plans adopted for

in train trips would not offset

reducing GHG emissions.
No Preference.

marine vessel emissions.
Not Preferred.

No Preference.

similar to the Project, as
emissions from train trips

than the Project because
there would be no reduction

would be similar.
No Preference.

associated with elimination of
up to 82% of annual marine

vessel trips.
Least Preferred.

Hazards and

Most impacts regarding

Hazardous
Materials

hazards would be less than

Impacts regarding hazards

Impacts regarding hazards

Impacts regarding hazards

Impacts regarding hazards

would be less than the Project

would be the same as the

would be the same as the

would be less than the project

significant or less than
significant with mitigation.

Potential train derailment
would result in significant and
unavoidable adverse effects to
people and secondary effects
to biological, cultural, and
hydrological resources, and
geology.

No Preference.

due to reduced potential for a

Project.

train derailment.
Slight Preference.

No Preference.

Project.
No Preference.

because no crude oil would
be delivered by train.

Most Preferred.

Hydrology and

Impacts to hydrology would be

Impacts to hydrology would be

Impacts to hydrology would

Impacts to hydrology would

Impacts to hydrology would

Water Quality

less than significant or less

less than the Project due to

be the same as the Project.

likely be greater than the

be less than the Project

than significant with mitigation,

reduced potential for a train

but could have secondary
effects due to train derailment.

No Preference

derailment.
Slight Preference.

No Preference

Project due to construction of

because no construction

additional Project
infrastructure.

Not Preferred.

would occur and no crude oil
would be delivered by train.

Most Preferred.
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TABLE ES-1 (Continued)
PROPOSED PROJECT VS. ALTERNATIVES

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CONCLUSIONS

Resource Area

Proposed Project

Limiting Project to One 50-

Two 50-Car Trains

Car Train Delivery per Day

Delivered during Nighttime

Offsite Unloading Terminal

(Alternative 1)

Hours (Alternative 2)

(Alternative 3)

No Project Alternative

Land Use and

Impacts to land use and

Impacts to land use and

Impacts to land use and

Impacts to land use and

Impacts to land use and

Planning planning would be less than planning would be the same planning would be the same planning would be the same planning would be the same
significant. as the Project. as the Project. as the Project. as the Project.
No Preference. No Preference. No Preference. No Preference. No Preference.
Noise Impacts to noise would be less | Impacts to noise would be Impacts to noise would be Impacts to noise could be Impacts to noise would be
than significant. less than the Project due to greater than the Project due greater than the Project, less than the Project because
No Preference. the 50% reduction in train to increased train movement | depending on the terminal no construction would occur
- trips. during nighttime hours. location. and no crude oil would be
Slight Preference. Least Preferred. Not Preferred. delivered by train.
Most Preferred.
Transportation Impacts to transportation and Impacts to transportation and | Impacts to transportation and | Impacts to transportation and | Impacts to transportation and
and Traffic traffic would be less than traffic would be less than the traffic would be less than the | traffic could be less than the traffic would be less than the

significant or less than
significant with mitigation.

No Preference.

Project due to the 50%
reduction in train trips and

Project because fewer
vehicles would be affected by

Project, depending on the

Project because no crude

terminal location.

subsequent reduction in train

train crossings at Park Road.

crossings at Park Road.
Slight Preference.

Slight Preference.

No Preference.

would be delivered by train.

Most Preferred.
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As explained in DEIR Section 6.4.2, Alternative 1 (reducing the Project to single 50-car train per
day) is environmentally superior to the Project in a few respects. Alternative 1 would reduce the
emission of criteria pollutants, toxic air emissions, and greenhouse gases from trains as compared
with the Project, and avoid the Project’s significant NO, impact in the Sacramento Metropolitan
Air Quality Management District (Sacramento Metro AQMD). As under the Project,

Alternative 1 would have a significant NO, impact within the Yolo-Solano, Tehama County,
Butte County, Siskiyou County, Shasta County, Lassen County, Northern Sierra, Feather River,
and Placer County air districts. Significant impacts to biological resources and hazards (including
secondary effects related to biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, and
hydrology) would be reduced compared to the Project because 50% fewer trains would deliver
crude oil to the Refinery. This would reduce the probability that derailment of a Project-related
train could occur. The potential adverse effects resulting from a subsequent spill and/or fire
would remain significant. However, for the reasons described above, this alternative is legally
infeasible because of federal preemption. See Revised DEIR Appendix G. Alternative 1 would
also reduce the impacts of train crossings on traffic. Since the Project would not have a
significant effect on traffic, however, Alternative 1 would not avoid any significant traffic effects.

The Project, however, is environmentally superior to Alternative 1 with respect to overall air
guality. Alternative 1 would result in greater emissions of criteria pollutants, toxic air emissions,
and greenhouse gases than the Project overall, because the decrease in emissions associated with a
50% reduction in train trips would not offset emissions of these same pollutants from marine
vessels.

2.1.7 DEIR ES-7, Areas of Controversy and Issues to be
Resolved

Areas of controversy known to lead agencies, including issues raised by agencies and the public,
must be identified in the Executive Summary of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines §15123). Areas of
controversy known to the City about this Project include the topics listed below. See also, for
example, the Scoping Report provided as DEIR Appendix B.

. The geographic area of study considered for impact analysis of the Project and potential
indirect impacts of the Project.

. The source of the Project’s crude feedstocks, potential changes in the quality of the
feedstocks, and potential impact on Refinery operations and/or emissions.

. Relationships between the Valero Improvement Project, a previous project at the Refinery,
and the Project.

. Railroad hazardous material operational safety and tank car specification information.

. Cumulative impacts of the Project and other similar refinery or oil terminal projects within
the State of California.

Issues to be resolved, including a choice among alternatives, and whether and how to mitigate
potential significant impacts, also must be identified in an Executive Summary (CEQA

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-13 August 2015
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Guidelines 815123). The main issue to be resolved in this EIR is which among the alternatives
would meet most of the basic Project objectives with the least environmental impact. Balancing
sometimes competing environmental values can be challenging because it rests on assumptions of
relative value. Decision-makers may elect to balance relative values of environmental resources
and, thereby, resolve the issues considered in this EIR with a different conclusion than the one
summarized in Section ES-6 and discussed in Section 6.4.4, Environmentally Superior Alternative.

2.1.8 DEIR ES-8, Summary of Impacts

2.1.8.1 Resource Areas Evaluated

This section summarizes the potential impacts of the Project or alternatives. The affected
environment and the potential direct and indirect effects of the Project are described and evaluated
in Chapter 4 of this EIR for the resource areas listed below. Other CEQA considerations, including
the cumulative impact analysis, are in Chapter 5, and the alternatives analysis is in Chapter 6.
Chapter 4 is organized into the following 11 environmental resource or issue areas:

4.1 Air Quality 4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
4.2 Biological Resources 4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
4.3 Cultural Resources 4.9 Land Use and Planning

4.4 Energy Conservation 4.10 Noise

4.5 Geology and Soils 4.11 Transportation and Traffic

4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

A detailed analysis of each environmental topic, each potential impact and the mitigation
measure(s) needed, if any, is contained in Chapter 4.

2.1.8.2 Summary of Impacts

Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Valero Benicia Crude by Rail
Project, summarizes the impacts of the Project for each of the resource areas assessed in this EIR.
As noted above, detailed analyses of direct and indirect effects are described in DEIR Chapter 4,
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures; cumulative effects are analyzed and
described in DEIR Section 5.4, Cumulative Impacts. No impacts were identified for:

. Cultural Resources

Where potentially significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures are proposed that could,
if implemented, avoid or reduce the severity of the impact below established thresholds. Impacts
were found to be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation implemented for:

. Energy Conservation . Land Use and Planning
. Geology and Soils . Noise
. Hydrology and Water Quality . Transportation and Traffic
Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-14 August 2015
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Implementing the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts for:

. Air Quality . Greenhouse Gas Emissions
. Biological Resources . Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Table ES-2 provides an overview of each impact identified in this Revised DEIR.

2.2 DEIR Chapter 1, Introduction

DEIR Chapter 1 (p. 1-1 et seq.), Introduction, includes Section 1.1, Purpose of this Document

(p. 1-1); Section 1.2, Project Overview (p. 1-1 et seq.); Section 1.3, Project Background (p. 1-2 et
seq.); Section 1.4, Key Areas of Environmental Concern (p. 1-3 et seq.); Section 1.5, Public
Comment on the Draft EIR (p. 1-4); Section 1.6, Areas of Controversy (p. 1-4); Section 1.7,
Confidential Business Information (p. 1-4 et seq.); Section 1.8, Organization of the Document

(p. 1-6 et seq.), Section 1.9, Use of this Document by Agencies (p. 1-7); and Section 1.10, Permits
and Approvals (p. 1-7). No changes to DEIR Chapter 1 are proposed except (as noted below) to
Section 1.5 to reflect the existence of this Revised DEIR. Sections where no revisions are proposed
are not repeated in this Revised DEIR.

2.2.1 DEIR Section 1.5, Public Comment on the DEIR and
Revised DEIR BraftEIR

The Draft EIR was is-being circulated to state and local agencies and interested individuals for
their whe-may-wish-to review and comments on the report\Written-comments-may-be-submitted
to-the City-of Benicia during an initial the 45-day public review period that began on June 17,
2014 and concluded on August 1, 2014. The City of Benicia Planning Commission decided at its
July 10, 2014 public meeting to extend the public review period by 45 days to September 15,
2014. Written comments on the this Draft EIR were will-be accepted via regular mail, fax, and e-
mail and at a public meetings that were held before the City Planning Commission on July 10,

August 14, and September 11, 2014 witb-be-noticed-underseparate-cover.

The Revised DEIR is being circulated to government agencies and members of the public for a
45-day public review period that will begin as of the date a notice of its availability is filed with
the State Clearinghouse. Notice also will be sent to the distribution list that the City has
established for the Project and the document itself will be posted on the City’s website. Written
comments may be submitted to the City of Benicia during this period via regular mail, fax, and
e-mail and at one or more public meetings that will be noticed under separate cover.

All comments received will be addressed in a Response to Comments document, which, together
with the this Draft EIR and Revised DEIR, will constitute the Final EIR for the Project.
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TABLE ES-2
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE VALERO BENICIA CRUDE BY RAIL PROJECT

Significance

before Significance

Environmental Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation

Air Quality
Impact 4.1-1: The Project could conflict with Potentially None available Significant and Unavoidable
implementation of applicable air quality plans. Significant
Impact 4.1-5: Operation of the Project could Potentially None available Significant and Unavoidable
contribute to an existing or projected air quality Significant
violation uprail from the Roseville Yard.
Impact 4.1-6: The Project could expose Less than None required Less than Significant
sensitive receptors uprail from the Roseville Significant
Yard to substantial pollutant concentrations
associated with locomotive emissions.
Impact 4.1-7: The Project could result in Potentially None available Significant and Unavoidable
cumulatively considerable net increases in Significant
0zone precursor emissions in uprail air districts.
Impact 4.1-8: The Project could generate Less than None required Less than Significant
objectionable odors affecting a substantial Significant
number of people along uprail routes

Biological Resources
Impact 4.2-10: The Project could have a Potentially None available Significant and Unavoidable
substantial adverse effect on candidate, Significant
sensitive or special-status wildlife species or
migratory birds, including injury or mortality
resulting from collisions with trains along the
North American freight rail lines as a result of
increased frequency (high traffic volumes) of
railcars.

Energy Conservation
Impact 4.4-1a: Operation of the Project would Less than None required Less than Significant
result in the consumption of diesel fuel but the Significant
necessary amount would not be considered
significant.
Impact 4.4-1b: The Project could increase local Less than None required Less than Significant
or regional energy demand to move crude oil Significant
between the point(s) or origination and the
Roseville Yard, but would not require additional
enerqgy supply capacity.
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE VALERO BENICIA CRUDE BY RAIL PROJECT

Significance
before Significance
Environmental Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impact 4.6-1: The Project would generate direct | Potentially Ltess | None available Significant and Unavoidable
and indirect GHG emissions. than Significant
Impact 4.6-2: The Project would conflict with Potentially None available Significant and Unavoidable
Executive Order S-3-05. Significant
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact 4.7-2: The Project could pose significant | Potentially Less | None required-available Less-than Significant and
hazard to the public or the environment through | than-Significant Unavoidable
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment.
Impact 4.7-6: Train derailments and unloading Potentially None available Significant and Unavoidable
accidents that lead to hazardous materials Significant
spills, fires, and explosions could result in
substantial adverse secondary effects, including
to Biological Resources, Cultural Resources,
Geology and Soils, and Hydrology and Water
Quality.
Impact 4.7-89: Operation of the Project could Potentially Less | None regquired available Less-than Significant and
expose people or structures to significant risk, than-Significant Unavoidable
injury, or loss from wildland fires.
Noise
Impact 4.10-1a: Operation of the Project could Less than None required Less than Significant
result in exposure of persons to noise levels in Significant
uprail communities, but such levels would not
exceed applicable standards.
Impact 4.10-2a: The transportation of Project- No Impact None required No Impact

related crude uprail from the Roseville Yard
would result in the generation of ground borne
vibration or ground borne noise, but this
vibration or noise would not be excessive.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES FOR THE VALERO BENICIA CRUDE BY RAIL PROJECT

TABLE ES-2 (Continued)

Significance
before Significance

Environmental Impact Mitigation Mitigation Measures after Mitigation
Noise (cont.)

Impact 4.10-3a: The transportation of Project- Less than None required Less than Significant

related crude uprail from the Roseville Yard Significant

would result in an increase of the frequency of

noise events in the vicinity of the train tracks

above the frequency of such events existing

without the project, but addition of one train per

day would cause neither a substantial nor a

permanent increase in ambient noise levels.

Impact 4.10-4a: Operation of the Project would Less than None required Less than Significant

not result in a substantial temporary or periodic Significant

increase in ambient noise levels.

Impact 4.10-5: Project-related transport of Less than None required Less than Significant

crude via the existing freight rail network would Significant

not expose people working within an airport land

use plan area or within 2 miles of a public

airport, public use airport, or a private airstrip to

excessive noise levels.
Transportation and Traffic

Impact 4.11-6: The Project would not cause a Less than None required Less than Significant

substantial increase in average vehicle delay at Significant

train crossings uprail from Roseville.

Impact 4.11-7: The Project would not decrease Less than None required Less than Significant

the performance of passenger trains. Significant
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2.3 DEIR Chapter 2, Summary of Environmental
Impacts

DEIR Chapter 2 (p. 2-1 et seq.), Summary of Environmental Impacts, includes a single introductory
paragraph and Table 2-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Valero Benicia
Crude by Rail Project. Although the table number is different, the title and substance of Table 2-1 is
exactly the same as Table ES-2, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Valero
Benicia Crude by Rail Project, which is provided above in Revised DEIR Section 2.3.1. No changes
to DEIR Chapter 2 are proposed in addition to those identified in Table ES-2, above.

2.4 DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description

DEIR Chapter 3 (p. 3.1-1 et seq.), Project Description, includes Section 3.1, Project Overview and
Location (p. 3-1 et seq.); Section 3.2, Project Objectives and Components (p. 3-5 et seq.);

Section 3.3, the Existing Refinery (p. 3-7 et seq.); Section 3.4, Components of the Proposed Project
(p. 3-17 et seq.); Section 3.5, Future Crude Oil Feedstock (p. 3-22 et seq.); Section 3.6, Project
Construction (p. 3-25 et seq.); and Section 3.7, Federal Preemption (p. 3-26 et seg.). No changes to
DEIR Chapter 3 are proposed except as noted below. Sections where no revisions are proposed
are not repeated in this Revised DEIR.

2.4.1 DEIR Section 3.1.1.2, The Proposed Project

DEIR Section 3.1 (p. 3.1-1 et seq.), Project Overview and Location, includes Section 3.1,
Introduction, and Section 3.2, Location. Section 3.1.1 introduces the Refinery (Section 3.1.1.1,
p. 3-1) and the Project (Section 3.1.1.2, pp. 3-1, 3-2). Section 3.2 (p. 3-2) describes the location.
Section 3.1.1.2 is revised to clarify how railcars would be received at the Refinery. No other
changes to DEIR Section 3.1 are proposed in this Revised DEIR.

The Valero Crude by Rail project (Project) would enable the Refinery to receive up to 70,000
barrels per day of crude oil by tank car. The Project involves the installation of rail spur tracks, a
tank car unloading rack, pumps, connecting pipelines, and infrastructure.

If the Project is approved, Valero will accept up to 100 tank cars of crude oil a day in two 50-car
trains. The trains would enter the Refinery on an existing rail spur crossing Park Road. The crude
oil unloaded from the tank cars would be pumped to the existing crude oil storage tanks in the
Refinery via a new crude offloading pipeline, connected to existing piping located within the
Refinery. The Project would require twenty additional employees or contractors. The trains would
not be scheduled to arrive or depart between the hours of 6:00 AM - 9:00 AM or 4:00 PM —

6:00 PM weekdays. Valero would operate the Project components 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week, and 365 days per year.

The crude oil delivered by rail would displace up to 70,000 barrels per day of the crude oil that is
presently delivered by marine vessels. Crude oil delivered to the Refinery by tank car would not
displace crude oil delivered to the Refinery by pipeline.
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The crude oil to arrive by tank car would originate at sites in North America and be shipped by
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). UPRR would transport tank cars from the points of origin in unit
trains consisting of up to 100 tank cars (Valero, 2013c), four locomotives, and two buffer cars on
a daily basis using existing rail lines from sources in North America to Roseville, California,
from where the cars would be dispatched assembled-into-a-train-for-shipmentinto the Refinery.
Unit trains carry just one commodity, such as grain or crude oil. All of the cars in a unit train are
shipped together from the same origin to the same destination. Alternatively, two trains per day of
up to 50 tank cars each, with two locomotives and two buffer cars per train, would transport the
crude to Roseville. Valero would own or lease the tank cars that would be used to transport crude
oil. UPRR owns and operates the locomotive engines that would be used.

Implementing the proposed Project could reduce marine vessel delivery of crude oil by as much
as 25,550,000 barrels in a 365 day year. Based on the three-year baseline period from

December 10, 2009 to December 9, 2012 annual marine vessel deliveries could be reduced by as
much as 82 percent.

The Project would not involve any changes to the existing Refinery operations or process
equipment, other than the construction and operation of the Project components. The Project
would not increase the amount of crude oil that can be processed at the refinery, or the amounts
of petroleum products that can be produced. The Refinery’s crude oil processing rate is limited to
an annual average of 165,000 barrels per day (daily maximum of 180,000 barrels per day) by its
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) operating permit. The Project does not
propose any change to this limit. The Project does not propose changes to the emissions limits in
the current BAAQMD permits, although the Project does require approval of an Authority to
Construct from the BAAQMD. In connection with this approval, the BAAQMD will consider
locometive-emissions-and-tank car unloading emissions that would as-may be caused by the
Project.

2.4.2 Section 3.4.2.1, Tank Car Transport and Unloading

The description of Project operation, specifically the transport and unloading of tank cars,
described in DEIR Section 3.4.2.1 (p. 3-20 et seq.) is supplemented to clarify potential train routes
and the timing of deliveries. Exclusive federal jurisdiction over the regulation of some relevant
railroad operations is noted.

The tank car unloading rack would accommodate up to 25 tank cars on each side at one time (up
to two, 50 tank car “switches” per day would be transported to the rack by train). The tank cars
would be emptied into a single pipeline located between the two rail spurs at slightly below
ground level (see Figure 3-3). Each side of the rack would have 25 unloading stations, which
would “bottom-unload” closed-dome tank cars using 4-inch-diameter hose, with dry disconnect
couplings that would connect to a common header between the two sides of the rack (a check
valve, connected to the top of each tank car via 2-inch-diameter hose would open to allow
ambient air to enter during unloading and immediately close when unloading is finished). Three
new pumps would be located on the western side of a new service road between Tanks 1720 and
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1716. Two pumps operating in parallel would pump the crude oil from the unloading rack header
via a new 16-inch pipeline. The third pump will be installed as a spare pump. This will facilitate
periodic maintenance on the primary pumps. Once emptied, the 50 tank cars would be
disconnected from the rack, moved to an on-site departure spur, and then replaced by another
50-rail-car switch.

A typical tank car handling scenario is described below:

1. Tank cars carrying crude oil destined for the Refinery arrive at the UPRR’s J.R. Davis Yard
in Roseville, California (the “Roseville Yard”) rathyard from a variety of potential North
American crude sources including, but not limited to, locations in Texas, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, New Mexico, or Canada (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2015a,
2015b; see also, DEIR Appendix K).

2. UPRR-operated locomotives would move up to a 50 car unit train directly from the
Roseville Yard railyard via UPRR mainlines to Benicia and then onto the Refinery
unloading tracks on Refinery property, traveling at up to 50 miles per hour (mph) on the
main line. When crossing Park Road at the Refinery property entrance, the trains would
travel at approximately 5 mph.

3. Upto 25 tank cars would be positioned on the unloading tracks located on each side of the
unloading rack. UPRR would leave its locomotives attached to each 25 tank car train.

4. UPRR would turn over operation of the trains to Valero for offloading.

5. Acheck valve would be installed onto each vent valve on the top of each tank car. The vent
valve on the top of each tank car would be opened and the accompanying check valve
would only allow fresh air into each tank car, and would prevent release of hydrocarbon
fugitive emissions to the atmosphere. At each end car and on approximately every 8 tank
cars in the 25 tank car string, a hose would be connected from the tank car’s vent
connection to a separate “equalization header.” The equalization header would ensure the
vapor spaces above the stored liquid crude in the tank cars is equalized between the tank
cars. Individual drain hoses would be manually connected to the bottom of each tank car by
on-site workers.

6.  Valero would drain the contents of each tank car by gravity into a collection pipe
(collection header) and then pump the contents directly into storage tankage located in the
Refinery’s crude oil storage tank field.

7. After the tank cars are emptied, the empty tank cars would be moved onto the departure
spur on Refinery property adjacent to the unloading rack, where a train of up to 50 empty
tank cars would be reassembled in preparation for transport off-site. Prior to departure,
UPRR and Valero would conduct a safety inspection and ready the train for departure.

8. UPRR would transfer the empty 50 tank car train across Park Road and then east on the
UPRR mainlines returning to the YPRR’s Roseville Yard raHyard. UPRR would assemble
up to a 100 empty tank car train and transfer it to accept new loads from the North
American crude source.

UPRR owns and maintains a network of rail lines throughout California and the United States for
the transport of crude (see Figure 1-2, Union Pacific Crude Network). This network includes the
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main line between the Roseville Yard raHyard and the Bay Area. Fhe This main line is part of the
Martinez subdivision.2 UPRR operates freight trains on the line, and allows Capitol Corridor
Joint Powers Authority (Capitol Corridor) and Amtrak passenger trains to operate on the line. f}
Freight trains on the line include unit, manifest, and local trains. Unit trains carry just one
commodity, such as grain or crude oil. All of the cars in a unit train are shipped together from the
same origin to the same destination. Manifest trains are express trains that carry a variety of
different commodities in cars with different origins and different destinations. Local trains make
multiple stops at terminals along the line. All of the trains carrying crude oil to the Refinery
would be unit trains travelling from an oil producing region to the Refinery. ¥} The passenger
trains are scheduled to the minute. UPRR dispatches the passenger trains so as to meet these
precise schedules. Freight trains do not typically run on regular schedules. In its normal course of
operation, however, UPRR dispatches freight trains so as to avoid congestion that results in
delayed deliveries.

If the Project were approved, Valero would ask UPRR to schedule Valero’s unit trains so that none
of them cross Park Road during the commute hours of 6:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to

6:00 PM. UPRR has agreed to make all reasonable effort to comply with this request and, therefore,
it is expected that Valero’s unit trains will avoid crossing Park Road during the commute hours.
UPRR has-demenstrated-the-ability-te regularly meets passenger train schedules -- the Capitol
Corridor trains dispatched by UPRR are on time between 94% and 97% of the time (RailPAC,
2014; Amtrak 2015a; Amtrak 2015b). On the basis of past performance, © one can assume that
UPRR could wit-have little-diffieulty schedule ing Project-related crude oil trains around a three

hour window and a two hour window-given-their-sucecess-in-meeting-the-much-moreprecise-one-
minute-schedulesrequired-by Capitol-Corridor. Moreover, UPRR currently avoids dispatching

freight trains during the commute hours in order to ensure that freight trains do not delay the Capitol
Corridor passenger trains. Valero’s requested schedule, therefore, is consistent with UPRR’s
existing practice for dispatching freight trains.

Valero would schedule delivery of one train between the nighttime hours 8:00 PM and 5:00 AM,
and a second train in the daytime hours (except during the commute hours). It would take Valero
approximately 12 hours to unload each train and prepare the empty train for the return trip to
Roseville. Thus, two trains would cross Park Road during the evening hours, and two would cross
Park Road during the daytime hours other than the hours of 6:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to
6:00 PM. Acknowledging that, on the basis of federal preemption, neither Valero nor the City has
authority to dictate or limit the frequency, route, or configuration of shipments selected by UPRR
(see DEIR Section 3.7, Federal Preemption of Railroad Regulation, DEIR Appendix L, and
Revised DEIR Appendix G), it is possible that Project-related crude oil could be delivered outside
scheduled hours. The [} © operations noted in Steps 1 through 8 could occur at any time of day/7
days per week/365 days per year.

based-on-changing-business-conditions:

> Subdivisions are major components of regional and national rail networks, connecting major population centers and
rail terminals (Caltrans, 2013a).
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The proposed Project could result in the addition of approximately 20 new permanent refinery
personnel (four crews of five), spread among different work shifts (two shifts per day) and on
different days (four crews per week).

2.5 DEIR Section 4.0, Approach to the Analysis of
Impacts

DEIR Section 4.0 (p. 4.0-1 et seq.), Approach to the Analysis of Impacts, provides an overview of
relevant CEQA requirements (Section 4.0.1, p. 4.0-1 et seq.), identifies the contents of each of the
resource sections and defines key terms (Section 4.0.2, p. 4.0-2 et seq.), directs reviewers to
where in the document the analysis of cumulative effects and the analysis of effects of the
alternatives may be found (Section 4.0.3, p. 4.0-3 et seq.), and describes the geographic scope of
analysis (Section 4.0.4, p. 4.0-3 et seq.). In response to comments received on the DEIR,

Section 4.0.4 is being revised as set forth below. No changes to DEIR Section 4 are proposed
except as noted for Section 4.0.4.

2.5.1 DEIR Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis

CEQA requires the City to consider and discuss the Project’s impacts on the environment, including
any impacts of the Project that might be felt outside the Project area. Impacts felt outside the Project
area, however, may be discussed in less detail if they are indirect and/or difficult to predict. The
City is not required to speculate, and may limit its analysis to impacts that are reasonably
foreseeable.

As noted in Chapter 1, Introduction, and Chapter 3, Project Description, crude oil that would be

delivered to the Refinery by the Project would be extracted from various sites within North
America and transported in unit trains by UPRR on existing rail lines to UPRR’s J.R. Davis Yard
in Roseville, California (the “Roseville Yard™).

As indicated in Section 1.7, Confidential Business Information, and Appendix D, Discussion of
Confidential Business Information, Valero considers the specific North American crudes that would
be shipped to the Refinery to be confidential under Public Resources Code §21160. Further, as
indicated in DEIR Appendix L, Union Pacific Railroad Statement re: Preemption, and Revised
DEIR Appendix G, Preemption of CEQA by the ICCTA, UPRR retains unfettered flexibility in
selecting the routes that trains could travel from the crude oil origination sites to Roseville. As
described in Revised DEIR Section 1.1, Purpose of this Document, it is theoretically possible, due
to track sharing agreements (Caltrans, 2013a) for Project-related crude to be provided to the
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Refinery via any of the North American freight railroad tracks, which are shown in Figure 1-1,
North American Freight Railroads. However, it is more likely that UPRR’s existing crude network
(Figure 1-2, Union Pacific Crude Network) would be used to transport Project-related crude
because the UPRR rail line already provides rail access for the Refinery and because Refinery
personnel have indicated that UPRR would serve the Project (see, e.9., ERM, 2013).

Although UPRR has declined to describe the routes the tank cars would take before arriving at
Roseville (Valero, 2014), the DEIR and this Revised DEIR assume based on information
provided in application materials submitted by Refinery personnel (ERM, 2013) that all Project-
related crude would be routed through Roseville using any or all of three routes along the existing
UPRR rail system to the north and northeast of Roseville.® One of these potential routes
approaches Roseville from the north via Oregon; two enter California northeast of Roseville from
Nevada. See Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes, and Table 4.0-1, which summarizes distances between
the Refinery and the California state line using these three routes.

. The route labeled “Oregon to Roseville” in Figure 1-3 enters California from Oregon
approximately 15 miles southwest of Klamath Falls, Oregon and uses UPRR’s Black Butte
and Valley subdivisions. This route extends approximately 297 miles to the Roseville Yard
and passes through Siskiyou, Shasta, Tehama, Butte, Sutter, Yuba, and Placer counties.

° The route labeled “Nevada to Roseville (northern)” in Figure 1-3 enters California
approximately 50 miles north of where the Roseville subdivision crosses the state line, on
the Winnemucca subdivision near Herlong. Trains using this route travel along the Canyon,
Sacramento, and Valley subdivisions before reaching Roseville, approximately 229 miles
from the Nevada border. This route passes through Lassen, Plumas, Butte, Yuba, and
Placer counties.

° The route labeled “Nevada to Roseville (southern)” in Figure 1-3 uses UPRR’s Roseville
subdivision that crosses into California approximately 20 miles east of Truckee and extends
approximately 119 miles from the state line to the Roseville Yard while passing through
Sierra, Nevada, and Placer counties.

UPRR would transport tank cars to Roseville on a daily basis in unit trains consisting of up to

100 tank cars, four locomotives, and two buffer cars.” Alternatively, two trains per day of up to

50 tank cars each, with two locomotives and two buffer cars per train, could transport the crude to
Roseville. From the Roseville Yard, UPRR would dispatch trains for shipment to the Refinery. The
50 tank car trains traveling from Roseville would continue approximately 69 miles to Benicia,
passing through Placer, Sacramento, Yolo, and Solano counties. Trains would travel approximately
3 miles on a siding track from the main line in order to reach the Refinery, resulting in a total
distance of 72 miles between Roseville and the Refinery.

6 Acknowledging that, on the basis of federal preemption, neither the Refinery nor the City has authority to dictate or
limit routes selected by UPRR (see Draft EIR Section 3.7, Federal Preemption of Railroad Regulation, Draft EIR
Appendix L, and Revised DEIR Appendix G), it is possible that Project-related crude oil could reach the Refinery
through Roseville using routes from southern California. However, based upon Valero’s statement that trains would
be dispatched to the Refinery in 50 tank car unit trains from Roseville, it is less likely that Project trains would use
such an approach because they first would have to travel through Sacramento to Roseville, and then back through
Sacramento to reach the Refinery.

7 Response to data request, November 26, 2013.
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TABLE 4.0-1
POTENTIAL RAIL ROUTES TO REFINERY
Roseville to Total Distance

Distance Benicia via Siding Track to from State Line
Uprail Segment (miles) UPRR Mainline Refinery to Refinery
Oreqo_n to Rosevnle. from the Oregon 297 69 3 369
state line via the I-5 corridor
Nevada to Roseville (northern), from
the Nevada state line to Roseville via 229 69 3 301
Feather River Canyon
Nevada to Roseville (southern), from
the Nevada state line to Roseville via 119 69 3 191
Truckee

The analysis in this EIR considers the potential effects of the Project regardless of whether they
could occur within the Refinery boundary, between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard, between
the Roseville Yard and the State border via the three routes described above, via a southern route
within California, or beyond the State line to the Project-related crude oil’s point of origin.
Potential effects of the Project within the Refinery boundary and from the Refinery to the
Roseville Yard are addressed in the DEIR except as noted below. Uprail impacts, i.e., those
potential impacts that may occur between the Roseville Yard to the State border and points
beyond, are addressed in a new subsection within each resource discussion called “Uprail Impacts
and Mitigation Measures.” in-each-environmental-resource-area-below-includes-a-discussion-of

2.6 DEIR Section 4.1, Air Quality

DEIR Section 4.1 (p. 4.1-1 et seq.), Air Quality, identifies and evaluates issues related to the
baseline balance between the rate and location of pollutant emissions and the meteorological
conditions and topographic features that disperse those pollutants, and how such conditions
could be affected by the Project. It describes the physical and regulatory setting in Section 4.1.2
(p. 4.1-1 et seq.), and the criteria used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts in
Section 4.1.3 (p. 4.1-12). The evaluation of potential impacts is presented in Section 4.1.4

(p. 4.1-13 et seq.) and Section 4.1.5 (p. 4.1-14 et seq.). No changes are being made to DEIR
Section 4.1 except as noted below.

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.1 is being supplemented to include a
new Section 4.1.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measures, that identifies and evaluates issues
related to Air Quality uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond and a new
Section 4.1.7, Summary of Air Quality Impacts, that considers the impacts of the whole of the
Project, whether initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere. The description
of the analytical methodology provided in DEIR Section 4.1.3.1 has been supplemented to explain
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the approach taken in the analysis of potential uprail impacts. No changes to DEIR Section 4.1
are proposed in addition to those noted below.

2.6.1 DEIR Section 4.1.3.1, Analysis Methodology

Emission estimates for the Project presented in this section were prepared by Environmental
Resource Management (ERM), a consultant of the Applicant, and independently reviewed by the
City’s consultant, Environmental Science Associates (ESA). Project-related construction and
operation emissions within the BAAQMD were estimated and compared to significance
thresholds recommended in the BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options and Justification Report
(2009b). The justification report provides substantial evidence to support the recommended
thresholds and, therefore, the City of Benicia has determined they are appropriate for use in this
analysis. To analyze the long-term operational impact of the Project, the estimated operational
emissions for the Project that would be generated within the Bay Area Basin were evaluated
relative to the annual average Project baseline emissions (see Section 4.1.2.6, Project Baseline).
The total Project-related net change in emissions within the Bay Area Basin is then compared to
the BAAQMD significance thresholds to determine the significance of the impacts. The details of
data, calculations, and assumptions used to determine Project-related emissions and associated
public health risks that would be caused by the Project are included in Appendix E_of the DEIR
and Appendices A through D of the Revised DEIR.

The analysis herein focuses on air quality impacts of Refinery-specific and rail emissions within

the Bay Area Basin jurisdiction-of-the BAAQMD and te-a-lesser-extent within the jurisdictions—of
air-districts-in-the following air basins, which that would be affected by rail emissions:

Sacramento Valley A#—Basm(Sacramento Basm) Mountain Countles and Northeast PIateau that

For impacts within the BAAQMD, the analysis follows the BAAQMD’s 2012 “California
Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.”

Project-related air quality impacts within the-Sacramente California, but outside of the Bay Area
Basin, are addressed by air district boundary based on guidance provided by Yolo-Solano ¥S Air
Quality Management District (AQMD) in “Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality
Impacts” (YSAQMD, 2007), Sacramento Metropolitan SMAQMD in “CEQA Guide December
2009” (SMAQMD, 2014), andPlacer County PC Air Pollution Control District (APCD) in
“CEQA Air Quality Handbook” (PCAPCD, 2012), Tehama County APCD in “Air Quality
Planning & Permitting Handbook: Guidelines for Assessing Air Quality Impacts” (TCAPCD,
2015), Butte County APCD in “CEQA Air Quality Handbook: Guidelines for Assessing Air
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Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impacts for Project Subject to CEQA Review* (BCAQMD, 2014),
and Feather River AQMD in “Indirect Source Review Guidelines: A Technical Guide to Assess
the Air Quality Impact of Land Use Project” (FRAQMD, 2010).

2.6.2 DEIR Section 4.1.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Together with the DEIR, this Revised DEIR analyzes emissions from Project-related locomotives
traveling along the established rail network between the Refinery, the Roseville Yard, the State
border, and (more generally) to the point(s) of the crude oil’s origination. Within the State,
emissions would be generated in the Bay Area Basin, the Sacramento Basin, and basins under the
jurisdiction of the Placer County APCD, Yolo-Solano AQMD, Tehama County APCD, Butte
County APCD, Feather River AQMD, Siskiyou County APCD, Shasta County AQMD, Lassen
County APCD, and Northern Sierra AQMD.8

Impact 4.1-1: The Project could conflict with implementation of applicable air quality
plans. (Significant and Unavoidable)

[As noted in the DEIR Section 4.1.4, the Project would not conflict with the air quality plan for
the San Francisco Bay Area. The revisions provided below pertain to air quality plans in other
air districts that Project-related trains would travel through between the Refinery and the State
line.]

Because the crude by rail trains would cross other air districts between Benicia and the Roseville
ratbyards-California border, indirect emissions from Project-related locomotives were analyzed in
the Yolo-Solano ¥SAQMD, Sacramento Metropolitan SMAQMD, and Placer County APCD,
Tehama County APCD, Butte County APCD, Feather River AQMD, Siskiyou County APCD,
Shasta County AQMD, Lassen County APCD, and Northern Sierra AQMD. As is discussed in
Section 4.1.5 b), significant impacts for NO, emissions from these locomotives were identified
for both-the- YSAQMDB-and-SMAQMD each of these air districts. Consequently, the Project
would conflict with each of these air districts” applicable air quality plans. See Impacts 4.1-1b
and 4.1-5 for additional information.

Impact 4.1-3: The Project could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. (Less than Significant)

The BAAQMD recommends that lead agencies assess the incremental toxic air contaminant (TAC)
exposure risk to all sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of a project. Construction of the Project
would generate diesel particulate matter (DPM), which is considered to be a TAC, from the use of
diesel off-road equipment. For short-term construction emissions, the BAAQMD recommends that
construction health risks be evaluated if there are sensitive receptors located within 1,000 feet of the
construction site. All project-related construction sources would be temporary (i.e., 25 weeks) and

8  The northeastern part of Roseville Yard is in western Placer County and the southwestern part of the yard is in
northern Sacramento County.
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would be over 2,000 feet from the nearest sensitive land uses, which are residences off Lansing
Circle. Therefore, Project construction would not result in a significant health risk.

Long-term operations associated with the Project would generate TAC emissions including
benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes, hexane, and hydrogen sulfide from fugitive equipment
leaks (rectangular area sources), DPM from locomotive idling (point sources), locomotive transit
(line of or volume sources), and locomotive switching (line ef or volume sources). The
Applicant-provided detailed health risk assessment analysis for these TAC emissions and sources
is summarized in Table 4.1-9. In addition to the assessment of health risks from toxics, PM, s,
which comprises the majority of DPM, was modeled to evaluate the potential for elevated
concentrations from the locomotives.

Locomotive emissions during transit were modeled over a track length of 4 miles out from the
proposed unloading rack. The modeling domain around the Refinery was extended out to
approximately 4 miles because this is the distance beyond where there would be minimal impacts
from equipment fugitive emissions and train idling emissions. There are no residences in the
immediate vicinity of the 4 miles of modeled train route, as residences in Benicia are located
more than 1,000 feet away from the locomotive activity; however, in the City of Fairfield there
are residences as close as approximately 50 feet from the train route. Additional modeling was
conducted to evaluate the exposure from train travel to these residential receptors. In addition,
Armijo High School is adjacent to the train tracks in Fairfield; a receptor was modeled there as
well. The results of the modeling (Table 4.1-9 below) show that one of these residences, just
south northwest of the railroad tracks and ef Railroad Avenue, is the Maximum Exposed
Individual Residential (MEIR).

Locomotive switching emissions were modeled over a distance equivalent to approximately two
train lengths (i.e., 3,300 feet) from the unloading rack. Because the portion of the track within the
Refinery would be used for both switching and transit, emissions from the two activities were
added and assigned to the common volume sources. Five years of BAAQMD meteorological data
from the “Valero Admin” meteorological site and digital elevation model files were reviewed to
identify elevations for sources, receptors, and buildings/structures were used for the analysis in
Benicia. The modeling analysis conducted to model the locomotives that would travel through
Fairfield incorporated a string of volume sources the length of a 50-car train. Residences in
Benicia near the Refinery are much farther away from the railroad compared to the residences in
Fairfield; therefore, the MEIR was modeled in Fairfield using a five-year meteorological dataset
from the-Suisun-Sewage TreatmentPlant-adjacent to-Fairfield former Nut Tree Restaurant
located in Vacaville. Risk was directly modeled using the ISSST3 AERMOD dispersion model
and Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment unit risk factors for cancer risk and
reference exposure levels for non-cancer health effects, as the exposure pathway for all the toxic
air contaminants emitted from the sources is inhalation only (ERM, 2015a). The above
methodology is described in detail in Appendix E.6.
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TABLE 4.1-9

MAXIMUM CANCER AND NONCANCER RISK IN THE BAY AREA BASIN

Receptor Type

Cancer Risk

Chronic

Acute

PM;5s

per Million
(Receptor Location)

Hazard Index
(Receptor Location)

Hazard Index
(Receptor Location)

Concentration (ug/m®)
(Receptor Location)

4.07.99 0.004 0-6003 0.004 0625+
Worst case risk at Worst case risk at 0.0024 6-0030 9(;N }%gtfggtsggftﬁjést
Maximum Exposed | 90 160 feet southeast | 90 160 feet southeast | Near E. 6th 5th-Street, | ~— Cof train
Individual Receptor northwest of train northwest of train Benicia tracks in Fairfield
(MEIR) tracks in Fairfield tracks in Fairfield (575444E,4212595N) (585145E. 4234384N)
(585145E, 4234384N) | (585145E, 4234384N) (575694E, 4212345N) :
(585058E,4234218N) | (585058E,4234218N)) ' (6850588,
’ ’ 4234218NY))
14 0.014 0.048 0.075
Maximum Exposed | (576144F, 4213045N) i (576144E, 4213045N) -
Individual Worker (576044E, 4214195N) (576144E, 4213045N)
(MEIW) 4.45 0.0113 A
0.0003 6-6005 0.001 6-060244
Maximum 0.25 0.-28 Elementary School 0.001 00004 Elementary School

Sensitive Receptor

Day Care Center

(574900E, 4212500N)

Elementary School

(574900E, 4212500N)

(MSR) (574594E, 4212895N) Day-Care-Center (574900E, 4212500N) Day-CareCenter
{574594E,-4212895N) {574594E,-4212895N)

Significance

Threshold 10 L L 0.3 ug/m

Significant Impact? No No No No

SOURCE: ERM. 2015a.

The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor affecting health risk from exposure
to TACs. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment
and the duration of exposure to the substance. MEIR cancer risk was calculated is-medeled-for
using a 70-year exposure period and the OEHHA guidelines (OEHHA, 2015) multiptied-by-the

BAAQMDrecommended-age-specific-factorof- 1-7. The maximum exposed individual worker
(MEIW) was modeled using a 7040-year exposure at 250 days per year res+elenﬁal—eaneer—ﬁsk

Table 4.1- 9 the cancer risks at the MEIR MEIW and MSR are below 10 ina m|II|on The
chronic hazard index and the acute hazard index at the MEIR, MEIW, and MSR are also well
below 1.0. In addition, the modeled PM, s concentrations at the MEIR and MSR are well
below 0.3 ug/m®. Therefore, the impact related to exposing sensitive receptors in the Bay Area
Basin to substantial pollutant concentrations would be less than significant.

A modeling assessment of risk and PM, s concentrations in the Sacramento Basin near tracks
along the route to and from Roseville was also conducted for residential receptors in the
YSAQMD, SMAQMD, and PCAPCD. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 4.1-10,
below. The analysis methodology is identical to that described for the Fairfield receptors above,
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except different meteorological data sets were used. For Dixon, meteorological data from Davis
was used. Data from the Sacramento Executive Airport was used for the modeling analysis in
Sacramento and Roseville. Bata-from-this-station-are-mererepresentative-of the Sacramento
Basin-than-that used-for Benicia-erFairfield: As indicated in Table 4.1-10, the impacts associated
with Project-related incremental risk and PM, s concentrations relative to locomotive emissions at
residences in these air districts would less than significant.

TABLE 4.1-10
MAXIMUM CANCER AND NONCANCER RISK IN THE SACRAMENTO BASIN
Cancer Risk Chronic Acute Hazard | pMm,s Concentration
Location of Estimated Health Impact (per million) Hazard Index Index?! (Hg/m?)
Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management
District (Dixon) (602805E, 4256360N) 2239 0.0004 0.002 N/A 0.002 0.008
603050-E-4256574-N
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (Sacramento)
(642944E, 4283022N) 3.244 0.0006 6-002 N/A 0.0031 6:609
643028-E,-4283130-N
Placer County Air Pollution Control District
(Roseville) (648208E, 4289991N) 3.246 0.0006 6-002 N/A 0.0031 6-008
648387-E-4200123 N
Significance Threshold 10 1 N/A 0.3 ug/m®
Significant Impact? No No N/A No

1 For locomotive travel, the only TAC of concern is diesel particulate matter, which does not have an acute health effect.

SOURCE: ERM. 2015a.

Impact 4.1-5: Operation of the Project could contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation uprail from the Roseville Yard. (Significant and Unavoidable)

This air quality assessment evaluates the potential air guality impacts of transporting crude oil
along each of the three rail routes from the California border to the Roseville Yard, as described
in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis. The three routes include: Oregon to Roseville,
Nevada to Roseville (northern), and Nevada to Roseville (southern) (see Figure 1-3 for an
illustration of the routes). Each of the three routes cross multiple air districts that would be
affected by the proposed rail transport of crude oil. The affected air districts include:

° Siskiyou County APCD . Lassen County APCD

° Shasta County AQMD . Northern Sierra AQMD

° Tehama County APCD . Placer County APCD

° Butte County AQMD . Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD
° Feather River AQMD

Unlike the BAAQMD, there are no marine vessel baseline emissions within these air district
jurisdictions that would be displaced by the locomotive emissions. Therefore, Project-related
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increases in locomotive exhaust emissions and fugitive emissions from tank cars would result in a
net increase of air pollutant emissions within the air districts along the three routes.

The methodology used to estimate uprail air pollutant emissions that would be generated by the
Project is similar to the methodology used to estimate emissions disclosed in Appendix E of the
DEIR. Locomotive exhaust and fugitive emissions from tank cars were estimated using pounds of
pollutant per mile travelled emissions factors (see Appendix A of the Revised DEIR). Therefore,
the daily distance travelled within each of the air districts is directly proportional to the daily
emissions that would be generated within each of the applicable air districts. Because train
routing is under the control of UPRR and can vary from day to day, it is not possible to identify a
sole railroad route that would be used by Project-related trains. Given the uncertainty of the actual
rail route or routes that would be used to transport Project-related crude, this analysis
conservatively evaluates emissions relative to three scenarios whereby Project-related trains
would travel exclusively along one of the three routes to the California state line. Therefore, the
maximum level of emissions that could be generated by Project-related trains within any air
district along any of the three routes is calculated.

Project-related rail traffic is assumed to consist of 100 tank cars, four locomotives, and two buffer
cars per train. The assumed train schedule used in this analysis consists of one train traveling to
and from the Roseville Yard each day. Table 4.1-11 provides the estimated distances traveled
within each air district jurisdiction along each rail route. For a conservative analysis, the distances
travelled in Placer County APCD and Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD reflect the total distances
that would be travelled within those jurisdictions, not just the distances travelled within and uprail
of the Roseville Yard. Following the table are emissions summary estimates and associated
impact discussions for each of the three route scenarios.

TABLE 4.1-11
MILES TRAVELED WITHIN AIR DISTRICTS FROM ROSEVILLE TO STATE LINE
Nevada to Roseville Nevada to Roseville

Air District Oregon to Roseville (northern) (southern)
Siskiyou County APCD 89 N/A N/A
Shasta County AQMD 78 N/A N/A
Tehama County APCD 40 N/A N/A
Butte County AQMD 44 53 N/A
Feather River AQMD 26 25 N/A
Placer County APCD* 25 25 93
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD* 16 16 16
Lassen County APCD N/A 36 N/A
Northern Sierra AQMD N/A 95 31

Total Distance 318 250 140

* _The distances for Placer County APCD and Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD include total mileage within those jurisdictions.

N/A — Not applicable because Project-related trains would not travel through this air district on this route.

SOURCE: ESA, 2015
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Oregon to Roseville Route

Project-related trains travelling along the Oregon to Roseville route would result in the generation
of emissions in seven air districts: Siskiyou County, Shasta County, Tehama County, Butte
County, Feather River, Placer County, and Sacramento Metropolitan. With the exception of
Siskiyou County and Shasta County, these air districts have developed CEQA significance
thresholds to identify air pollutant emission levels generated within their jurisdictions that could
result in, or contribute to, an exceedance of an air quality standard (TCAPCD, 2015; BCAQMD,
2014; FRAQMD, 2010; PCAPCD, 2012; and SMAQMD, 2014). To evaluate the significance of
emissions that would be generated within Siskiyou County and Shasta County, the most stringent
thresholds adopted by other air districts along the route (i.e., Tehama County, Butte County, and
Feather River) were used. Table 4.1-12 presents the estimated maximum air pollutant emissions
for ROG, NOy, CO, SOy, PM,,, and PM, s that would be generated within each air district under
this route scenario and compares those emissions to the applicable significance thresholds.

As shown in Table 4.1-12, emissions of criteria pollutants associated with Project-related trains
travelling along the Oregon to Roseville route would not exceed significance thresholds, with the
exception of NO,. NO, emissions generated by Project-related rail traffic along this route would
exceed the significance thresholds in each of the seven air districts. Consequently, Project-related
train traffic along this route would result in a significant impact related to the generation of ozone
precursor (i.e., NO,) emissions.

Nevada to Roseville (northern) Route

Project-related trains travelling along the Nevada to Roseville (northern) route would result in the
generation of emissions in six air districts: Butte County, Feather River, Lassen County, Northern
Sierra, Placer County, and Sacramento Metropolitan. With the exception of Lassen County and
Northern Sierra, these air districts have developed CEQA significance thresholds to identify air
pollutant emission levels generated within their jurisdictions that could result in, or contribute to,
an exceedance of an air quality standard (BCAQMD, 2014; FRAQMD, 2010; PCAPCD, 2012,
and SMAQMD, 2014). To evaluate the significance of emissions that would be generated within
Lassen County and Northern Sierra, the most stringent thresholds adopted by other air districts
along the route (i.e., Butte County and Feather River) were used. Table 4.1-13 presents the
estimated maximum air pollutant emissions that would be generated within each air district and
compares those emissions to the applicable significance thresholds.

As shown in Table 4.1-13, emissions of criteria pollutants associated with Project-related trains
travelling along the Nevada to Roseville (northern) route would not exceed significance
thresholds, with the exception of for NO,. NO, emissions generated by Project-related rail traffic
along this route would exceed the significance thresholds in each of the six air districts.
Consequently, train traffic along this route would result in a significant impact related to the
generation of ozone precursor (i.e., NO,) emissions.
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TABLE 4.1-12
PROJECT-RELATED CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS — OREGON TO ROSEVILLE ROUTE
Emissions (pounds/day)
ROG NO co SO« PMao PM, 5
Siskiyou County APCD
Train Emissions 23.5 474.8 93.5 0.3 12.7 12.3
Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None
Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Shasta County AQMD
Train Emissions 20.6 416.1 82.0 0.3 11.1 10.8
Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None
Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Tehama County APCD
Train Emissions 10.5 213.4 42.0 0.2 5.7 55
Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None
Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Butte County AQMD
Train Emissions 11.6 234.7 46.2 0.2 6.3 6.1
Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None
Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Feather River AQMD
Train Emissions 6.9 138.7 27.3 0.1 3.7 3.6
Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None
Exceed Threshold? No Yes - e No e
Placer County APCD
Train Emissions* 8.7 164.6 29.4 0.1 4.2 4.1
Threshold of Significance 82 82 None None 82 None
Exceed Threshold? No Yes - e No e
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD
Train Emissions** 4.1 82.7 16.3 0.1 2.2 2.1
Threshold of Significance 65 65 None None None None
Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - - -

* _Emissions identified within Placer County APCD include locomotive exhaust and tank car fugitive emissions uprail of the Roseville Yard
and emissions from switching activities at the yard.

**_Although only a portion of the Roseville Yard (i.e., approximately 1 mile) is within the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, the emissions
estimates include locomotive exhaust and tank car fugitive emissions that would be generated within the entire jurisdiction of the
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD.

SOURCE: ESA, 2015.
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TABLE 4.1-13
PROJECT-RELATED CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
NEVADA TO ROSEVILLE (NORTHERN) ROUTE

Emissions (pounds/day)
ROG NO, co SO« PMio PMgs

Butte County AQMD

Train Emissions 14.0 282.8 55.7 0.2 7.5 7.3

Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Eeather River AQMD

Train Emissions 6.6 1334 26.3 0.1 3.6 3.5

Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Lassen County APCD

Train Emissions 9.5 192.1 37.8 0.1 5.1 5.0

Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - e No e
Northern Sierra AQMD

Train Emissions 25.0 506.8 99.8 0.4 135 13.1

Threshold of Significance 25 25 None None 80 None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - e No e
Placer County APCD

Train Emissions* 8.7 164.6 29.4 0.1 4.2 4.1

Threshold of Significance 82 82 None None 82 None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD

Train Emissions** 4.1 82.7 16.3 0.1 2.2 2.1

Threshold of Significance 65 65 None None None None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - - -

* _Emissions identified within Placer County APCD include locomotive exhaust and tank car fugitive emissions uprail of the Roseville Yard

and emissions from switching activities at the yard.
**_Although only a portion of the Roseville Yard (i.e., approximately 1 mile) is within the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, the emissions

estimates include locomotive exhaust and tank car fugitive emissions that would be generated within the entire jurisdiction of the
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD.

SOURCE: ESA, 2015.

Nevada to Roseville (southern) Route

Project-related trains travelling along the Nevada to Roseville (southern) route would result in the
generation of emissions in three air districts: Northern Sierra, Placer County, and Sacramento
Metropolitan. Placer County and Sacramento Metropolitan have adopted CEQA significance
thresholds to identify air pollutant emission levels generated within their jurisdictions that could
result in, or contribute to, an exceedance of an air quality standard (PCAPCD, 2012 and
SMAQMD, 2014). Northern Sierra does not have adopted significance thresholds; therefore, to
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assess the significance of emissions generated within this jurisdiction, the emissions are
compared to the Placer County APCD significance thresholds, which are the most stringent
thresholds of the other two districts along the route. Table 4.1-14 presents the estimated
maximum air pollutant emissions that would be generated within each of the air districts and
compares those emissions to the applicable significance thresholds.

TABLE 4.1-14
PROJECT-RELATED CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
NEVADA TO ROSEVILLE (SOUTHERN) ROUTE

Emissions (pounds/day)
ROG NO, co SO« PMyo PMas

Northern Sierra AQMD

Train Emissions 8.2 165.4 32.6 0.1 4.4 4.3

Threshold of Significance 65 65 None None 82 None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Placer County APCD

Train Emissions* 26.6 527.4 100.8 0.4 13.9 135

Threshold of Significance 82 82 None None 82 None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - - No -
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD

Train Emissions** 4.1 82.7 16.3 0.1 2.2 2.1

Threshold of Significance 65 65 None None None None

Exceed Threshold? No Yes - e e

* _Emissions identified within Placer County APCD include locomotive exhaust and tank car fugitive emissions uprail of the Roseville Yard
and emissions from switching activities at the yard.

Although only a portion of the Roseville Yard (i.e., approximately 1 mile) is within the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, the emissions
estimates include locomotive exhaust and tank car fugitive emissions that would be generated within the entire jurisdiction of the

Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD.
SOURCE: ESA, 2015

*

*

As shown in Table 4.1-14, emissions of criteria pollutants associated with Project-related trains
travelling along the Nevada to Roseville (southern) route would not exceed significance
thresholds, with the exception of for NO,. NO, emissions generated by Project-related rail traffic
along this route would exceed the significance thresholds in all three jurisdictions. Consequently,
Project-related train traffic along this route would result in a significant impact related to the
generation of ozone precursor (i.e., NOy) emissions.

Total Net Emissions, including Operations Outside the-San-Francisco-Bay-and-Sacramento
BasinsefCalifornia

As explained above, if the Project were approved and constructed, Project-related trains would
travel between oil field locations in North America and the Reseville-Yard—These-Refinery. In
addition to pollutant emissions that would be generated within California air basins, these trains also
would cause an increase in locomotive emissions outside of California. These impacts can be

described only in general terms, however, because it-is-tmpossible-to-predict-the-routes that-Project-
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theJengm#aler&UPRR could ebtam%mﬂe@#—#e#mﬂ—ﬂeld&m—l:emsm&a#exas—@kl&hem&
North-Daketa—andlorparts-of western-Canada—Any-choose any route for any delivery. Accordingly,
any attempt to |dent|fy and quantlfy the impact of Iocomotlve emissions assomated with the Project
on air quality + A v ARG A em;-outside of
California would be mghly speculatlve The Project also would alse-eliminate maritime emissions
from ships traveling between the Refinery and oil field locations in Alaska, South America, the
Middle East, and other parts of the world. Simiarly For the reasons described above, these
emissions can be described only in general terms-because-it-is-Hmpessible-to-identify-and-guantify
emissions-across-the-vastrange-of possible-routes.

This analysis generally describes the net impact of the Project en-in terms of overall generation of
air guality pollutant emissions, including outside the-beundaries-of the Bay-Area-and-Sacramento
Basins-of California, by comparing locomotive emissions with emissions from marine vessels.
First, the analysis identifies the relative rate of emissions for ships and trains, for each pollutant,
based on a specified distance (1,000 miles) and a specified load (1 million barrels). The results
are set forth in Table 4.1-715. For both locomotives and vessels, the emissions estimates are
based on average emissions factors. Second, this analysis applies these emissions factors to a few
scenarios that take into account the length of specified trips.

TABLE 4.1-15 %
LOCOMOTIVE AND MARINE VESSEL EMISSIONS FACTORS COMPARISON
FOR 1,000,000 BARRELS DELIVERED PER 1,000 MILES TRAVELLED
OUTSIBEOFTHE BAY-AREA-AND-SACRAMENTOBASINS

tons per thousand miles hauled per million barrels delivered
Sources ROG NOy CO SOy PMyo PM,s
Locomotives — large line haul 0.91 19.1 3.75 0.01 0.51 0.49
Marine Vessel Main Engines 0.65 11.7 0.97 1.62 0.32 0.32

SOURCE: ESA 2014; See Appendix E.5

As Table 4.1-715 shows, locomotives generate more emissions than marine vessels per mile, per
1,000,000 barrels of crude oil delivered each year, of ROG, NO,, CO, PMy4, and PM;s. The
reverse is true, however, for SO,. Even with these emissions factors, there is no way to estimate

with any certainty the net effect of the Project on areas outside of the-Bay-Area-and-Sacramento
Basins California because there-is-no-way-to-predict the length of locomotive trips-that-could
occur-ifthe Project-were-approved; or the-length-of marine vessel trips thatwould-occurif-the
Project-were-notapproved cannot be predicted with reasonable accuracy.

For purposes of a general analysis, it is useful to consider several examples. Currently, vessels
carrying crude oil from Alaska to the Refinery travel approximately 2,000 miles (from the
terminus of the TransAlaska pipeline), vessels carrying crude oil from South America to the
Refinery travel roughly 4,000 miles, and vessels carrying crude oil from the Middle East to the
Refinery travel roughly 8,500 miles. Using a weighted-average composite distance for crude oil
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delivered to the Refinery from source countries-of-origin during the baseline period, Valero has
estimated that the average maritime distance travelled from source to the Refinery was

7,305 miles. By comparison, a train carrying North American crude oil to the Refinery could
travel roughly 1,500 miles. Based on these distances, Table 4.1-816 generally compares baseline
emissions from marine vessels traveling outside of the Bay Area and Sacramento Basins with
locomotive emissions from trains traveling outside of the Bay Area and Sacramento Basins.

TABLE 4.1-816
EXAMPLES OF TOTAL NET EMISSIONS, INCLUDING OUTSIDE OF FHEBAY-AREA-AND
SACRAMENTO BASINSCALIFORNIA

Example Tons per 25,550,000 Barrels Delivered per Year
Emission Sources for Example One-Way

Distance
Crude QOil Origins (miles) ROG NO Co SO« PMzo PMas
Baseline Marine Vessel Main Engines -
Alaskan Origin* 2,000 66.4 1,194.6 99.6 165.9 33.2 33.2
Baseline Marine Vessel Main Engines - 4.000 132.7 2389.2| 1991 331.8 66.4 66.4

South American Origin

Baseline Marine Vessel Main Engines -

Middle East Origin 8,500 282.1 5,077.0| 423.1 705.1 141.0 141.0

Baseline Marine Vessel Main Engines -

. L 7,305 242.4 4,363.2| 363.6 606.0 121.2 121.2
Composite Origin

Project Locomotives - large line haul

from North American Origin 1,500 69.6 1,460.5 287.7 1.0 38.9 37.8
Net Emissions with Alaskan Origin .
Baseline 3.2 265.9 188.2 -164.9 5.8 464.6

Net Emissions with South American

Origin Baseline --- -63.19 -928.71 88.63 | -330.81 -27.43 -28.59

Net Emissions with Middle East Origin . -212.51 | -3,616.52 | -135.35 | -704.11 | -102.10 | -103.25
Baseline
Net Emissions with Composite - -172.86 | -2,902.76 -75.87 | -604.98 -82.27 -83.43

Baseline Origin Baseline

* This estimate excludes emissions from operation of the pipeline from the North Slope to the marine terminal.

SOURCE: ESA, 2014; See Appendix E.5

As indicated in Table 4.1-816, net emissions-that-would-be-generated-outside-of the- Bay-Area-and
Sacramento-Basins are highly dependent on the origin of the crude oil source. However, due to

the uncertainty of the origins of the crude oil that would be delivered by rail as well as the origins
of the crude oil that would be displaced, the Project emissions data presented in Table 4.1-816 are
disclosed for comparison purposes only and cannot be relied upon with assurance as the basis for
any significance determinations. The comparison indicates that the Project would reduce total net
emissions from the crude oil’s points of origin, unless all marine vessels came from Alaska
(although SO, would still be higher under this scenario).

As disclosed in Tables 4.1-12 through 4.1-14, Project-related train traffic along the three routes
within California uprail of the Roseville Yard would result in the generation of ozone precursor
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(i.e., NO,) emissions that could result in, or contribute to, an exceedance of an air quality
standard in each of the air districts along the routes, which would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Discussion

As a general rule, CEQA requires an EIR to describe mitigation measures that could, if
implemented, minimize significant environmental effects (14 Cal. Code Regs. §8815126(c),
15126.1(a)). Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15370, “mitigation” includes, among other things,
minimization of an impact (by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation) and compensation for an impact (by replacing or providing substitute resources).

There are several existing technologies available to reduce locomotive emissions, including the
use of ultra low-emitting switch locomotives and use of new Tier 4 interstate line haul
locomotives (CARB, 2009).° If UPRR were required not only to ensure that all switch
locomotives used to direct Project-related rail cars are ultra low-emitting switch locomotives but
also to use exclusively Tier 4 interstate haul Project-related rail cars, then Project-related
locomotive emissions would be reduced substantially in all air districts that the locomotives
would travel and could reduce locomotive NO, emissions generated within the Placer County
APCD along the Oregon to Roseville and Nevada to Roseville (northern) routes, as well as within
the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD along all three uprail routes, to levels that would be
considered less than significant. NO, emissions impacts within all of the other subject air districts
would remain at levels that would be considered significant (ESA, 2015).

Compensation also could reduce the significance of Project-related locomotive emissions. Two
uprail air districts, Placer County and Sacramento Metropolitan, have off-site mitigation
programs that include payment of fees to fund emission reduction activities within their
respective air basins. However, the Placer County APCD recommends that the fee be paid at the
time of recordation of the Final Map (for residential projects) or issuance of a Building Permit
(for non-residential projects) (PCAPCD, 2012). Neither trigger would be met by UPRR’s
operation of its locomotives along existing routes; therefore, this off-site mitigation fee program
would not apply to the Project. Sacramento Metropolitan’s off-site mitigation fee program
appears to be geared toward construction emissions; however, there is no reason based on the
plain language of the program why it could not apply to locomotive emissions or require the
payment of a fee. If UPRR were required to enter into a voluntary emission reduction agreement
(VERA) with the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD to pay an annual off-site mitigation fee for
Project-related locomotive emissions of NO, generated within the air district in excess of 65 pounds
per day in an amount equal to $17,720 per ton of emissions per year, the fee could be used to fund

9 In March 2008, USEPA established federal emission standards for NOx, hydrocarbons (HC), CO, particulate
matter, and smoke for newly manufactured and remanufactured locomotives. These standards, which are referred to
as the “2008 Locomotive Rule” are codified at 40 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Part 1033. They include
several sets of emission standards with applicability dependent on the date a locomotive is/was first manufactured.
The standards also apply to existing locomotives when they are remanufactured, which typically is required every
7 to 10 years. The first set of standards (Tier 0) applies to most locomotives originally manufactured before 2001.
The most stringent set of standards (Tier 4) applies to locomotives originally manufactured in 2015 and later. The
requirements also reduce idling for new and remanufactured locomotives. This year (2015), newly manufactured
line haul locomotives are required to meet Tier 4 emission standards; however, CARB estimates that the national
Tier 4 locomotive fleet turnover will occur gradually over 30 years from 2015 to 2045. (CARB, 2009).
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diesel emission reduction projects in Sacramento County. Although this would not directly reduce
Project-related locomotive emissions, it would effectively reduce the significant impact in
Sacramento County to a less-than-significant level because the air district would use the mitigation
fee to fund diesel emission reduction projects in Sacramento County that would offset Project-
related locomotive emissions that would exceed the air district’s significance threshold for NO,.

However, “If the lead agency determines that a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, the
measure need not be proposed or analyzed. Instead, the EIR may simply reference that fact and
briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.
815126.4(a)(5)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
several factors, including legal, social, and policy ones. Mitigation measures that are beyond a
lead agency’s powers to impose or enforce are legally infeasible. Kenneth Mebane Ranches v.
Superior Court (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 276.

As explained in Revised DEIR Appendix G, the City cannot regulate UPRR’s rail operations
either directly, by dictating routing or choice of locomotives, or indirectly, by requiring Valero to
pay a mitigation fee or purchase emissions offsets. Any such attempt would be preempted by
federal law, which proscribes any mitigation measure that would have the effect of managing or
governing rail operations.

For these reasons, mitigation measures requiring the use of ultra low-emitting switch
locomotives, use of new Tier 4 interstate line haul locomotives, or compensation to reduce the
significance of Project-related locomotive emissions in specific air districts are infeasible.
Accordingly, Impact 4.1-5, regarding the Project’s contribution to an existing or projected air
guality violation uprail from the Roseville Yard would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures: None available.

Impact 4.1-6: The Project could expose sensitive receptors uprail from the Roseville Yard to
substantial pollutant concentrations associated with locomotive emissions. (Less than

Significant)

Health risks and PM, s concentrations were estimated for the three potential train routes between the
Roseville Yard and the California border. Locomotive emissions, meteorological data, and sensitive
receptor locations for each route were entered into the AERMOD dispersion model. PM;, emissions
from locomotives were used to represent diesel particulate matter (DPM). For the Oregon to
Roseville route, the analysis used meteorological data from the Redding Municipal Airport for
Redding and from the Yuba County Municipal Airport for Marysville. For the Nevada to Roseville
(northern) route, the analysis used meteorological data from the Chico Municipal Airport for Chico,
and from the Yuba County Municipal Airport for Marysville. For the Nevada to Roseville (southern)
route, the analysis used meteorological data from the Auburn Municipal Airport for Auburn and
from the Truckee — Tahoe Airport for Truckee. Table 4.1-17 shows the results of the health risk
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analysis. The results are conservative in that they assume that all Project-related train traffic would
travel exclusively on each route. Actual train traffic and the resulting emissions would likely be split
among the three routes. The Project would not result in a significant health risk because, for each
route, the worst-case cancer risks would be less than 10 in a million and the maximum chronic
hazard index would be less than one. In addition, the Project’s maximum estimated PM, s annual
concentrations would be less than 0.8 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m>) on all three routes, which
is less than the significance threshold for specific projects used by the BAAQMD.

TABLE 4.1-17
MAXIMUM CANCER RISK, CHRONIC HAZARD, AND PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS
ALONG THE THREE TRAIN ROUTES UPRAIL OF THE ROSEVILLE YARD

Location of Maximum Cancer Chronic PM,sAnnual
Train Route Estimated Health Impact (per million)} Hazard Index | Concentration (ug/m?)
Roseville to Oregon Marysville — eastern 5.5 0.0011 0.0052
Marysville — western 4.9 0.0009 0.0047
Redding 6.3 0.0012 0.0060
Roseville to Nevada Marysville — eastern 55 0.0011 0.0052
(northern) Marysville — western 4.9 0.0009 0.0047
Chico 55 0.0011 0.0052
Roseville to Nevada Auburn — eastern 4.6 0.0009 0.0043
(southern) Auburn — western 52 0.0010 0.0050
Truckee 4.5 0.0009 0.0043
Significance Threshold 10 1 0.8

1 cancer risk calculation includes age sensitivity factors and breathing rates representative of the 95™ percentile for all ages, as
recommended in the Updated OEHHA Guidelines (OEHHA, 2015). For locomotive travel, the only TAC of concern is diesel particulate
matter, which does not have an acute health effect.

SOURCE: ERM, 2015b.

Impact 4.1-7: The Project could result in cumulatively considerable net increases in ozone
precursor emissions in uprail air districts. (Significant and Unavoidable)

With the exception of Siskiyou County APCD, which is attainment or unclassified for all federal
and state ambient air quality standards (AAQSSs), each of the uprail air districts are non-
attainment of an ozone, PM,,, and/or PM, s federal and/or state AAQS.

Based on guidance from Tehama County APCD, Butte County AQMD, Sacramento Metropolitan
AQMD, and Feather River AQMD, if a project within their respective jurisdictions would result
in an increase in criteria pollutants of more than their respective average daily mass significance
thresholds, then it also would be considered to contribute considerably to a significant cumulative
impact (TCAPCD, 2015; BCAQMD, 2014; and FRAQMD, 2010). For projects in Placer County,
the Placer County APCD recommends the use of a ROG and NO, cumulative impact threshold of
10 pounds per day (PCAPCD, 2012). As discussed under Impact 4.1-5 above, Project-related
emissions that would be generated with the jurisdictions of Tehama County APCD, Butte County
AQMD, Siskiyou County APCD, Shasta County AQMD, Lassen County APCD, Northern Sierra
AQMD, and Feather River AQMD would exceed the incremental project significance thresholds
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for NO, under each of the route scenarios. In addition, NO, emissions generated in Placer County
would exceed the cumulative 10 pounds per day significance threshold under each route scenario
and ROG emissions generated in Placer County under the Nevada to Roseville (southern)
scenario would exceed the 10 pound per significance threshold. Therefore, implementation of the
Project would result in a cumulatively considerable increase of NO, emissions in Yolo-Solano
AQMD, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, Tehama County APCD, Butte County AQMD,
Siskiyou County APCD, Shasta County AQMD, Lassen County APCD, Northern Sierra AQMD,
Feather River AQMD, and Placer County APCD, and a cumulatively considerable increase in
ROG emissions in Placer County APCD related to the Nevada to Roseville (southern) route, and
the associated cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation: None available.

Impact 4.1-8: The Project could generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people along uprail routes. (Less than Significant)

Project uprail operations would include the generation of diesel exhaust from train locomotives that
could result in the creation of objectionable odors. However, these emissions would be temporary
and/or intermittent in nature and the closest sensitive receptors to the railroad are residences that are
set back from the railroad, thus odor impacts associated with diesel combustion during Project
operations would be less than significant. This impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation required.

2.6.3 Summary of Air Quality Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery and between
the Refinery and the Roseville Yard are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.1 (p. 4.1-1 et seq.); potential
cumulative effects of these components are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.1 (p. 5-5; 5-12 to 5-14).
Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport of crude by rail uprail from the
Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.6; potential
cumulative effects of travel along these routes are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.17.4.

Acknowledging that neither Valero nor the City has authority to dictate or limit routes selected by
UPRR (see DEIR Section 3.7, Federal Preemption of Railroad Regulation, DEIR Appendix L,
and Revised DEIR Appendix G), it is possible that Project-related crude oil could reach the
Refinery from the south rather than by way of Roseville. Potential air guality-related direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil transport via a southern California rail route are
expected to be substantially similar to the type and severity of impacts that could result between
the Refinery and the State border via any of the northern routes. For example, the locomotives’
internal combustion engines would emit criteria pollutants and toxic air emissions that would or
could exceed air pollution control district thresholds and, thereby, result in a significant and
unavoidable impact related to significance criteria a) regarding conflicts with air quality plans,
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b) regarding violation of air guality standards, and c) regarding the cumulatively considerable net
increase of criteria pollutants. These determinations are consistent with the analysis documented
by San Luis Obispo County in its October 2014 CEQA evaluation of the Phillips 66 Company
Rail Spur Extension and Crude Unloading Project Revised EIR (San Luis Obispo County, 2014)
(the “Phillips 66 Revised EIR™). In the Phillips 66 Revised EIR, see Section 4.3, Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gases, pp. 4.3-50 through 4.3-56; 4.3-66 through 4.3-71.

Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
less-than-significant impacts related to criterion d), regarding exposure to pollutant
concentrations and criterion €), regarding exposure to objectionable odors; and significant and
unavoidable impacts related to significance criteria a) regarding conflicts with air quality plans,
b) regarding violation of air guality standards, and c) regarding the cumulatively considerable net
increase of criteria pollutants.

2.7 DEIR Section 4.2, Biological Resources

DEIR Section 4.2 (p. 4.2-1 et seq.), Biological Resources, identifies issues related to vegetation
and wildlife species and related habitat, including federally-protected wetlands, and evaluates
how such resources could be affected by the Project. It describes the physical and regulatory
setting in Section 4.2.2 (p. 4.2-1 et seq.), identifies the criteria used to evaluate the significance of
potential impacts in Section 4.2.3 (p. 4.2-26 et seq.), and documents the analysis of potential
impacts in Section 4.2.4 (p. 4.2-27 et seq.). No changes are being made to DEIR Section 4.2
except as noted below.

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.2 is being supplemented to include a
new Section 4.2.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measures, that identifies and evaluates issues
related to Biological Resources uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond
and a new Section 4.2.7, Summary of Biological Resources Impacts, that considers the impacts of
the whole of the Project, whether initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.

2.7.1 DEIR Section 4.2.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Project-related crude could travel to the Roseville Yard via existing tracks along any of the routes
described in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis, and from there on into the Refinery.
No new or replacement track would be required to transport Project-related crude from the
point(s) of origination to the Roseville Yard, and no physical changes to existing rail routes
would occur on the mainline between Benicia and Roseville, from Roseville to the State border,
or beyond. Given the substantial length of the main line routes, the diversity of sensitive
biological resources in proximity to rail routes, and the inability to predict which routes would be
traversed for Project purposes, a focused biological survey or delineation of these resources was
not conducted as part of this evaluation.
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Biological resources along the main line routes were evaluated based on database gueries, aerial
photo interpretation, and existing literature pertinent to crude rail transportation. A California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) guery was conducted that includes a review of all sensitive
biological resources within 300 feet of the rail line routes to develop a general list of potential
plant and wildlife species that may be affected by the Project (see Revised DEIR Appendix E).
Documented plant and wildlife occurrences are intended to serve as a minimum baseline for
describing potential impacts that could occur under normal operating conditions and, as analyzed
in Revised DEIR Section 4.7 regarding hazards and hazardous materials, under upset or accident
conditions potentially including an oil spill. Additional sensitive biological resources that are not
documented in the CNDDB and not specifically discussed in this impact analysis could occur in
close proximity to the tracks. This analysis of potential uprail impacts focuses primarily on the
three routes between the State border and the Refinery that are shown in Figure 1-3 and also
(more generally) evaluates potential effects between the State border and the crude oil’s points of
origination. The three routes, including biological resources of particular consideration in this
analysis, are summarized below.

. The “Oregon to Roseville” route enters California from Oregon approximately 15 miles
southwest of Klamath Falls, Oregon and uses UPRR’s Black Butte and Valley subdivisions
(Figure 1-3). This route extends approximately 297 miles to the Roseville Yard and passes
through Siskiyou, Shasta, Tehama, Butte, Sutter, Yuba, and Placer counties. Important
upland and aguatic habitat on this route occurs within the Sacramento Valley, Cascade
Mountains, Shasta National Forest, and Klamath National Forest, among other areas, and
includes the Sacramento River, Shasta Lake, and numerous tributary streams.

° The “Nevada to Roseville (northern)” route enters California approximately 50 miles north
of where the Roseville subdivision crosses the State line, on the Winnemucca subdivision
near Herlong (Figure 1-3). Trains using this route travel along the Canyon, Sacramento,
and Valley subdivisions before reaching Roseville, approximately 229 miles from the
Nevada border. This route passes through Lassen, Plumas, Butte, Yuba, and Placer
counties. Important biological habitats occur in association with the Feather River, Lassen
National Forest, Plumas National Forest, and Lake Oroville, among other areas.

. The “Nevada to Roseville (southern)” route uses UPRR’s Roseville subdivision that
crosses into California approximately 20 miles east of Truckee and extends approximately
119 miles from the State line to the Roseville Yard while passing through Sierra, Nevada,
and Placer counties (Figure 1-3). Important biological habitats occur at the Truckee River,
Tahoe National Forest, Toiyabe National Forest, and other areas.

The potential effects that could occur during normal operating conditions are analyzed in this
section. The potential secondary effects to wildlife, vegetation, and other biological resources in
the event of an upset or accident, including an oil spill, fire, or explosion, are addressed in
Revised DEIR Section 2.12 regarding hazards and hazardous materials.

Under normal operating conditions, trains transporting Project-related crude oil would not have a
substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and would not interfere substantially with the
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movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites because
the presence of any such habitat or community located within or along the tracks under baseline
conditions demonstrates tolerance with trains passing via the tracks. Under normal operating
conditions, Project trains also would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act because no wetland removal, fill,
hydrological interruption, or other effect on such resources would occur, and would not conflict
with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, or with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan because the passage of Project trains along
existing tracks would result in no change to existing conditions relative to such plans. For these
reasons, the transportation of crude by rail for the Project would cause no impact related to
criteria b), c), d), e), or f) as set forth in DEIR Section 4.2.3 (DEIR, p. 4.2-26 et seq.).

Impact 4.2-10: The Project could have a substantial adverse effect on candidate, sensitive,
or special-status wildlife species or migratory birds, including injury or mortality resulting
from collisions with trains along the North American freight rail lines as a result of
increased frequency (high traffic volumes) of railcars. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Although there are numerous special status plants documented within 300 feet of the three uprail
routes the existing operations of train transportation and track maintenance limits the potential for
special-status plants to occur along rail routes. The addition of trains transporting Project-related
crude on established rail corridors would not impact special-status plants.

As discussed in DEIR Section 4.2.4.2 for Suisun Marsh, the Project would not increase the lateral
area of disturbance that extends approximately 200 meters from the railroad alignment, relative to
baseline conditions, since the area of disturbance is determined by physical laws of sound
attenuation. Wildlife species are expected to soon habituate to the more frequent noise. The
increased frequency of trains per day would not substantially increase noise impacts to special-
status wildlife within the uprail study area beyond existing operations. Trains can cause mortality
or injury of wildlife through direct impacts. With increased frequency of trains per day as a result of
Project transportation needs, there is a directly related increase in potential for wildlife collisions
along all the route lines. This threat is highest in sensitive habitats such as riparian corridors,
wetlands, and marshes where a higher number of wildlife species are supported. Mortality or injury
of special status wildlife or migratory birds would constitute a significant impact. The Project could
have a significant adverse effect on candidate, sensitive, or special-status wildlife species or
migratory birds, including injury or mortality resulting from collisions with trains along the North
American freight rail lines as a result of increased frequency (high traffic volumes) of railcars.

Mitigation Discussion

As a general rule, CEQA requires an EIR to describe mitigation measures that could, if
implemented, minimize significant environmental effects (14 Cal. Code Regs. §815126(c),
15126.1(a)). Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(b), “mitigation” includes “[m]inimizing
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.” For example,
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reducing train speeds in zones within designated critical habitat areas, national wildlife refuges,
national parks, CDFW sensitive natural communities, or within 0.25 mile of any body of water to
reduce the risk of train-strikes could, if implemented, reduce the severity of Impact 4.2-10 by
allowing additional time for wildlife species to avoid being struck by oncoming allowing
additional time for wildlife species to avoid being struck by oncoming trains.

However, “If the lead agency determines that a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, the
measure need not be proposed or analyzed. Instead, the EIR may simply reference that fact and
briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.
815126.4(a)(5)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
several factors, including legal ones. Mitigation measures that are beyond a lead agency’s powers
to impose or enforce are legally infeasible. Kenneth Mebane Ranches v. Superior Court (1992) 10
Cal.App.4th 276. As explained in Revised DEIR Appendix G to this Revised DEIR, the City
cannot requlate UPRR’s rail operations by requiring UPRR to reduce train speeds to minimize the
risk of train-strikes to wildlife. Any such attempt would be preempted by federal law, which
proscribes any mitigation measure that would have the effect of managing or governing rail
operations. For this reason, a mitigation measure that required reduced speeds in certain areas
would be infeasible, and so is not recommended. Accordingly, Impact 4.2-10, regarding potential
injury and mortality of candidate, sensitive, or special-status wildlife species or migratory birds
resulting from collisions with trains, would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures: None available.

2.7.2 Summary of Biological Resources Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery and
between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.2 (p. 4.2-1 et seq.);
potential cumulative effects of these components are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.2 (pp. 5-15
and 5-16). Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport of crude by rail uprail
from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond are analyzed in Revised DEIR

Section 2.7; potential cumulative effects of travel along these routes are analyzed in Revised
DEIR Section 2.17.4.

Acknowledging that neither Valero nor the City has authority to dictate or limit routes selected by
UPRR (see DEIR Section 3.7, Federal Preemption of Railroad Regulation, DEIR Appendix L,
and Revised DEIR Appendix G), it is possible that Project-related crude oil could reach the
Refinery from the south rather than by way of Roseville. Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of crude oil transport via a southern California rail route are expected to be substantially
similar to the type and severity of impacts that could result between the Refinery and the State
border via any of the northern routes. For example, potential impacts to biological resources
along any southern route could include collision-related injury and mortality to protected wildlife
and migratory bird species.
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Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
no impact to criterion f), regarding conflicts with habitat conservation plans, and less-than-
significant impacts or impacts reduced to less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation
measures, relating to criteria b) through €). The Project would have a significant and unavoidable
impact to criterion a), regarding adverse effects to candidate, sensitive, or special-status species.

2.8 DEIR Section 4.3, Cultural Resources

DEIR Section 4.3 (p. 4.3-1 et seq.), Cultural Resources, identifies and evaluates issues related to
Cultural and Paleontological Resources. It describes the physical and regulatory setting in
Section 4.3.2 (p. 4.3-1 et seq.), including paleontological potential; the geoarcheological and
prehistoric, ethnographic, and historical setting; and laws and regulations, such as CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5, that govern the analysis and protection of cultural and
paleontological resources. The criteria used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts are
identified in Section 4.3.3 (p. 4.3-7). The evaluation of potential impacts is presented in

Section 4.3.4 (p. 4.3-7 et seq.) and Section 4.3.5 (p. 4.3-89). No changes are being made to DEIR
Section 4.3 except as noted below.

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.3 is being supplemented to include a new
Section 4.3.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measures. As set forth below, this new section
identifies and evaluates issues related to Cultural and Paleontological Resources uprail from the
Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond. In Section 4.3.6, the meaning of key terms (including
“historical resource,” ““unique archaeological resource,” and ““unigque paleontological resource or
site or unique geological feature™) is the same as in the DEIR. A new Section 4.3.7, Summary of
Cultural Resources Impacts, also is being added; it considers the impacts of the whole of the
Project, whether initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.

2.8.1 DEIR Section 4.3.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Project-related crude could travel to the Roseville Yard via existing tracks along any of the routes
described in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis, and from there on into the Refinery.
No new or replacement track would be required to transport Project-related crude from the
point(s) of origination to the Roseville Yard, and no physical changes to existing rail routes
would occur on the mainline between Benicia and Roseville, from Roseville to the State border,
or beyond. Because no ground disturbance would occur, the Project would cause no impact to a
unigue archaeological resource; no impact to a unigue paleontological resource or site or unigue
geological feature; and no impact related to the disturbance of human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Several historical resources are located on or along the rail lines within California including, but
not limited to, the Fort Jones House in Fort Jones (National Park Service, 1976) and the McCloud
Historic District in McCloud (National Park Service, 1990), both in Siskiyou County;
Cottonwood Historic District in Cottonwood, Shasta County (California State Parks, 2015a);
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Southern Pacific Depot in Chico, Butte County (California State Parks, 2015b); Colfax Freight
Depot in Colfax and the Mountain Quarries Bridge over the North Fork of the American River in
Auburn, both in Placer County (California State Parks, 2015c); Susanville Railroad Depot in
Susanville, Lassen County (California State Parks, 2015d); and Plumas-Eureka State Park District
in Blairsden, Plumas County (California State Parks, 2015e). See generally, 14 Cal. Code Regs.
815064.5(a); (California State Parks, 2015f). Many other historical resources could be located

nearby.

The proximity of rail-related and other historical resources to existing railroad tracks is not
unigue to California. Several such resources exist, for example, in some of the states that rank
among the highest crude oil producers in the nation (US EIA, 2015a). For example, the Fort
Sumner Railroad Bridge crosses the Pecos River in Texas (National Park Service, 2015) and a
variety of historic bridges are used in North Dakota (National Park Service, 1997). Given the total
length of the three routes shown in Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes, (approximately 717 miles), it is
likely that historical resources occur in the vicinity of these rail lines. Because the rail lines pass
through multiple rural and urban communities, potential cultural resources near the rail lines are
anticipated to be mainly historical buildings and other structures. Under normal railroad
operations, Project-related crude oil trains traveling on the existing rail system would result in no
impact to these potential resources. Regarding the potential for an upset or accident condition
(such as a train derailment and a resulting oil spill, explosion, fire, or cleanup and restoration
activities) to disturb or destroy historical resources, see Revised DEIR Section 2.12.

2.8.2 Summary of Cultural Resources Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components within the Refinery are analyzed in
DEIR Section 4.3 (p. 4.3-1 et seq.); potential cumulative effects of these components are analyzed
in DEIR Section 5.4.3.3 (p. 5-16). Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport
of crude by rail are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.8; potential cumulative effects of this rail
travel are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.17.4.

Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil transport via a southern California
rail route are expected to be substantially similar to the type and severity of impacts that could
result between the Refinery and the State border via any of the northern routes: no impact to
cultural or paleontological resources is expected to result from the transport of crude by rail under
normal operating conditions. This determination is consistent with the analysis documented by
San Luis Obispo County in the Phillips 66 Revised EIR (San Luis Obispo County, 2014) (see
Section 4.5, p. 4.5-8 et seq.); see also Section 4.5.6, p. 4.5-15 et seq.). The potential secondary
effects to cultural resources of an upset or accident condition are addressed in Revised DEIR
Section 2.12, regarding Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
no impact related to criterion a), regarding historical resources, criterion b), regarding unique
archaeological resources, criterion c), regarding unique paleontological resources or sites and
unique geological features, and criterion d), regarding the disturbance of human remains.
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2.9 DEIR Section 4.4, Energy Conservation

DEIR Section 4.4 (p. 4.4-1 et seq.), Energy Conservation, analyzes the Project’s relationship to
energy conservation goals as described in Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines. It describes the
physical and regulatory setting in Section 4.4.2 (p. 4.4-1 et seq.), identifies the criteria used to
evaluate the significance of potential impacts in Section 4.4.3 (p. 4.4-5), and evaluates potential
impacts in Section 4.4.4 (p. 4.4-5 et seq.) and Section 4.4.5 (p. 4.4-7). No changes are being made
to DEIR Section 4.4 except as noted below.

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.4 is being supplemented to include a
new Section 4.4.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measures, that identifies and evaluates issues
related to energy conservation goals based on Project-related use of existing railroad facilities
uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond, and a new Section 4.4.7, Summary
of Energy Conservation Impacts, that considers the impacts of the whole of the Project, whether
initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.

2.9.1 DEIR Section 4.4.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Project-related crude could travel to the Roseville Yard via existing tracks along any of the routes
described in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis, and from there on into the Refinery.
Transportation-related energy use is proportional to the number of locomotives required. As
described in Revised DEIR Section 2.1.4, UPRR would transport the crude oil in unit trains
consisting of up to 100 tank cars, likely using four locomotives and two buffer cars. Additional
locomotives would be required in some instances. Track gradient (i.e., the number of feet of rise
per 100 feet of horizontal distance) affects how many locomotives would be required to haul a
train.1% Grades are generally 1 percent or less on main lines, grades steeper than about 2.2 percent
are rare, and, at 3.3 percent, BNSF's Raton Pass grade in New Mexico is reported to be the
steepest main-line grade in North America (McGonigal, 2006). Trains Magazine published a map
of the steepest grades on America’s railroads in 2012 (Metzger and Lester, 2012) that shows two
in Northern California: a 2.2 percent grade for Western Pacific’s Greenville-Almanor route and a
3.1 percent grade for Southern Pacific’s Tunnel 13 at Siskiyou Summit. Because UPRR could
select any route to transport Project-related crude from the source to the Refinery, this analysis
assumes that one locomotive would be required per 25 train cars of crude for all but the steepest
grades and, for the steepest grades, up to six locomotives could be required.

Union Pacific’s fleet includes approximately 8,000 locomotives (UPRR, 2015a), consisting
primarily of conventional diesel locomotives built by General Motors Electro-Motive Division
(EMD) and GE (Trains, 2015) as well as a few steam locomotives (Strack, 2015, 2014). Any
combination of these locomotives could be used to haul Project-related crude. UPRR’s

10 see, for example, McGonigal 2006 (“For each percent of ascending grade, there is an additional resistance to
constant-speed movement of 20 Ibs. per ton of train. This compares with a resistance on level, straight track of
about 5 Ibs. per ton of train. A given locomotive, then, can haul only half the tonnage up a .25-percent grade that it

can on the level.”).
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locomotive fuel efficiency has improved by 18 percent since 2000 (UPRR, 2015b). In 2000, the
company moved a ton of freight 375 miles on 1 gallon of diesel fuel (UPRR, 2013); it now can
move a ton of freight 475 miles using 1 gallon of diesel fuel (UPRR, 2015b). The company’s fuel
efficiency is expected to continue to improve, as indicated by purchase in 2013 of 100 new, more
fuel-efficient locomotives (UPRR, 2013). UPRR’s energy consumption, including diesel fuel, is
shown in Table 4.4.-1, UPRR Energy Consumption.

TABLE 4.4.-1
UPRR ENERGY CONSUMPTION

2012 2013
Diesel 1,103.8 gallons 1,103.5 gallons
Gasoline 12.1 gallons 12.9 gallons
Other fuel 8.6 gallons 13.8 gallons
Electricity 603.5 kilowatt hours 652.9 kilowatt hours
Natural gas 1,000.8 standard cubic feet 761.8 standard cubic feet

NOTE: Measurements estimated in millions

SOURCE: UPRR 2013, p. 39

a) Would the Project’s energy requirements by amount and fuel type for each stage of the Project,
including construction, operation, maintenance and/or removal, be considered significant?

The Project would not require construction or decommissioning uprail of the Roseville Yard, and
so would not require energy for those stages of the Project in uprail locations. No construction- or
decommissioning-related energy requirements would result uprail from Roseville. Operation of
the Project would require energy (diesel fuel) for the transport of crude oil from the point(s) of
origination to the Roseville Yard.

Impact 4.4-1a: Operation of the Project would result in the consumption of diesel fuel but the
necessary amount would not be considered significant. (Less than Significant)

The Project’s energy requirements for the uprail transport of crude oil would require diesel fuel to
power the locomotives. The Project would result in the rail travel of one additional unit train per
day into the Roseville Yard, and two 50-car trains per day from Roseville into the Refinery. As
noted in Revised DEIR Section 2.4.1, a unit train consists of up to 100 tank cars, four
locomotives, and two buffer cars. Because an average loaded tank car weighs 132 tons, an
average buffer car weighs 143 tons, and an average locomotive weighs 187 tons, each unit train
would weigh an average total of 14,234 tons. UPRR can move a ton of freight 475 miles using

1 gallon of diesel fuel (UPRR, 2015b). Of the three routes shown in Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes,
the longest total distance from the State line to the Roseville Yard (297 miles) would use the
Oregon to Roseville route. Accordingly, Project-related train travel between the State line and the
Roseville Yard would require up to 8,900 gallons of diesel fuel per day. The return trip with
unloaded tank cars (weighing 37 tons) would require approximately 2,960 gallons. (The 72-mile
trip to be traveled by the two 50-car trains from the Roseville Yard to the Refinery would be the
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same no matter which uprail route was selected and would require approximately 2,876 gallons
per total round trip). A Project-related train could travel roughly 1,500 miles from the crude oil’s
point of origin to the Refinery (see discussion under Impact 4.1-5 in Section 4.1.6, above). This
round trip journey would require approximately 59,900 gallons.

Argonne National Laboratory reported in 2002 that locomotives use approximately 4 billion
gallons of diesel fuel annually, and that this volume was about 10 percent of the total diesel fuel
used in transportation and 2.3 percent of all the fuel used in transportation nationwide (Argonne
National Laboratory, 2002). The Project’s increased diesel fuel demand would represent a mere
fraction of the total demand. This would be a less than significant impact.

b) Would the Project have a significant adverse effect on local and regional energy supplies and
on requirements for additional capacity?

Impact 4.4-1b: The Project could increase local or regional energy demand to move crude oil
between the point(s) or origination and the Roseville Yard, but would not require additional
enerqy supply capacity. (Less than Significant)

As noted in the analysis of Impact 4.4-1a, the Project would increase the annual demand for diesel
fuel by 4.3 million gallons. Meeting this increase in demand would not require the further
development or expansion of diesel supply capacity, the provision of which could adversely
affect established energy conservation goals. However, it could have a marginal effect on
regionally or locally available diesel supplies. UPRR locomotives use No. 2-D diesel fuel (UPRR,
2015c¢). Many refineries, including Valero and others, manufacture No. 2-D diesel fuel (see, e.q.,
Valero, 2013d; Shell, 2012; Chevron, 2007). UPRR currently uses a variety of methods to source
its locomotive fuel, including receiving fuel shipments by transport truck, pipeline, barge, rail
tank car, and other methods (UPRR, 2015d). Commaodity pricing likely drives procurement
decisions (UPRR, 2015e¢). Scarcity drives up price. Should one supplier’s supply diminish, its
price is likely to increase and thereby motivate UPRR to select a different source with a lower-
cost supply available. There is no evidence that Project-related locomotive fuel needs would
increase local or regional energy demand sufficient to cause the development of additional energy
supply capacity. A less than significant impact would result.

¢) What effect would the Project have on peak and base period demands for electricity and
other forms of energy?

The U.S. Energy Information Administration with the U.S. Department of Energy (U.S. DOE)
defines “peak demand” as the maximum load during a specified time period and “base period” as
the period of time for which data used as the base of an index number or other ratio have been
collected (U.S. EIA, 2015a; U.S. EIA, 2015b). The Project’s transport of crude oil via the existing
national rail network, including along the three routes identified in Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes, would
have no effect on peak and base period demands for electricity or diesel fuel, and no other forms of
energy would be required to transport Project-related crude from the point(s) of origination to the
Roseville Yard. Accordingly, the movement of Project-related crude oil on tracks uprail from the
Roseville Yard would cause no impact related to peak and base period energy demands.
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d) To what degree would the Project comply with existing enerqy standards?

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has promulgated strict emission standards
associated with diesel fuel combustion. See, for example, 40 CFR Part 1033, which provides
emission standards and certification requirements; 40 CFR Part 1065 and 40 CFR §1033.501
regarding exhaust emission test procedures and how to apply them to locomotives; and 40 CFR
Part 1068 and 40 CFR 8§1033.601 regarding the general compliance provisions and how to apply
them to locomotives. See also, U.S. EPA, 2012b (Emission Standards Reference Guide) and, more
generally, Argonne National Laboratory 2002 (explaining the emission regulations, and methods to
achieve future reductions safely and economically). The regulation of locomotive emissions,
including the preemption of state and local governments from adopting or enforcing “any standard
or other requirement relating to the control of emissions from ...new locomotives or new engines
used in locomotives” (U.S. EPA, 1997), is discussed in greater detail in Revised DEIR Section 4.1,
Air Quality. Operation of the railroad, including locomaotives, to transport Project-related crude oil
would be consistent with existing, independently enforceable emissions and other energy standards.
Accordingly, the movement of Project-related crude oil on tracks uprail from the Roseville Yard
would cause no impact related to compliance with existing energy standards.

e) What effects would the Project have on energy resources?

The only energy resource affected by the movement of Project-related crude oil between
Roseville and the State border and beyond would be diesel fuel. Potential energy conservation-
related impacts of diesel fuel use for the Project are analyzed in the discussion of Impact 4.4-1a
and Impact 4.4-1b.

f) Would the Project’s projected transportation energy use requirements be significant, and
would the Project’s overall use of transportation alternatives be efficient?

As analyzed in Impact 4.4-1a, there would be a less than significant impact associated with the
transportation energy required to move Project-related crude oil by rail from the point(s) of origin
outside of California to the State border and from there into the Roseville Yard. Accordingly, the
Project’s projected transportation energy use requirements would not be significant.

A comparison of the efficiency of the Project’s proposed use of rail transportation relative to other
transportation alternatives reveals that locomotives routinely are reported to be four times (or

400 percent) more fuel efficient than trucks (U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Railroad
Administration [USDOT], 2014; Association of American Railroads, 2014; UPRR, 2011) and

8 percent less efficient per ton of freight per gallon of fuel than marine transport. One study
suggests that marine vessels in domestic waters typically travel 514 miles per gallon of fuel while
transporting one ton of cargo (Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, 2015). By comparison, UPRR can
travel 475 miles per gallon of fuel while transporting one ton of freight (UPRR, 2015b).11 Although

11 As reported by Congressional Research Service, however, the limited availability of Jones Act-qualified tankers has
been identified as a current constraint on marine transport of crude oil (Congressional Research Service 2014). The
Jones Act requires that vessels transporting cargo between two U.S. points be built in the United States, and be
crewed and owned at least 75 percent by U.S. citizens (1d.).
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fuel efficiency may slightly favor marine transport, the difference would not be substantial, and
there is no evidence that the Project’s proposed use of rail transportation would be inefficient.

2.9.2 Summary of Energy Conservation Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery and
between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.4 (p. 4.4-1 et seq.);
potential cumulative effects of these components are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.4 (p. 5-16).
Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport of crude by rail uprail from the
Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.9;
potential cumulative effects of travel along these routes are analyzed in Revised DEIR

Section 2.17.4.

Potential energy conservation-related direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil
transport via a southern California rail route are expected to be substantially similar to the type
and severity of impacts that could result between the Refinery and the State border via any of the
northern routes: the transportation of crude by rail, including along rail lines that could be used to
transport Project-related crude to the Refinery, would have a less than significant impact on
energy conservation because the consumption of diesel fuel would not be considered significant;
it would not require additional energy supply capacity; it would comply with diesel locomotive
emissions standards; and transport of crude oil by train along this route would not be inefficient
relative to other modes of crude oil transport. These determinations are consistent with the
analysis documented by San Luis Obispo County in the Phillips 66 Revised EIR (San Luis
Obispo County, 2014) (see Section 6.2, Energy Conservation, pp. 6-2 through 6-4). Integrating
the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in less-than-
significant impacts for all significance criteria relating to Energy Conservation.

2.10 DEIR Section 4.5, Geology and Soils

DEIR Section 4.5 (p. 4.5-1 et seq.), Geology and Soils, identifies and evaluates issues related to
geology, soil conditions, and seismicity in the Project area, including geologic and seismic
hazards that could affect structures associated with the Project. It describes the physical and
regulatory setting in Section 4.5.2 (p. 4.5-1 et seq.), and the criteria used to evaluate the
significance of potential impacts in Section 4.5.3 (p. 4.5-14). The evaluation of potential impacts
is presented in Section 4.5.4 (p. 4.4-14 et seq.) and Section 4.5.5 (p. 4.5-15 et seq.). No changes
are being made to DEIR Section 4.5 except as noted below.

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.5 is being supplemented to include a
new Section 4.5.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measures, that identifies and evaluates issues
related to Soils and Seismicity uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond, and
a new Section 4.5.7, Summary of Geology and Soils Impacts, that considers the impacts of the
whole of the Project, whether initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.
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2.10.1 DEIR Section 4.5.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Project-related crude could travel to the Roseville Yard via existing tracks along any of the routes
described in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis, and from there on into the Refinery.
See Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes, and Figure 1-1, North American Freight Railroads. The Project
would not result in any physical changes to these rail routes and would not involve or result in
any action that could affect earthquake potential, seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground
failure (including liquefaction), landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, or the expansiveness of
soils beneath the tracks. For these reasons, the Project would have no impact related to
significance criteria a) through d) as set forth in DEIR Section 4.5.3. Further, the Project would
require no septic tanks, alternative waste disposal systems, or sewer connections along the rail
routes, and so would have no impact related to significance criterion e) as set forth in DEIR
Section 4.5.3. Under normal railroad operations, Project-related crude oil trains traveling on the
existing rail system would result in no impact regarding seismic hazards. However, a seismic
event could result in the derailment of a Project train and thereby potentially expose people and or
structures to adverse effects, including risk of loss, injury, or death. The potential secondary
effects to people and structures in the event of an upset or accident, including an oil spill, fire, or
explosion that may result from a seismic event, are addressed in Revised DEIR Section 2.12
regarding hazards and hazardous materials.

2.10.2 Summary of Geology and Soils Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery are
analyzed in DEIR Section 4.5 (p. 4.5-1 et seq.); potential cumulative effects of these components
are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.5 (pp. 5-16 to 5-17). Potential direct and indirect effects of
Project-related transport of crude by rail are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.10; potential
cumulative effects of this rail travel are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.17.4. Potential
geology and soils-related direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil transport via a
southern California rail route are expected to be substantially similar to the type and severity of
impacts that could result between the Refinery and the State border via any of the northern routes:
no impact related to geology or soils resources is expected to result from the transport of crude by
rail under normal operating conditions. The potential secondary effect of an upset or accident
condition is addressed in Revised DEIR Section 2.12, regarding Hazards and Hazardous
Materials. In summary, the Project as a whole would result in no impact related to significance
criterion e) and less than significant impacts, or reduced to less than significant with
implementation of mitigation measures, for criteria a) through d).

2.11 DEIR Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions

DEIR Section 4.6 (p. 4.6-1 et seq.), Greenhouse Gas Emissions, identifies and evaluates issues
related to greenhouse gas emissions, an inherently global and cumulative effect. It describes the
physical and regulatory setting in Section 4.6.2 (p. 4.6-1 et seq.), and the criteria used to evaluate
the significance of potential impacts in Section 4.6.3 (p. 4.6-8). The evaluation of potential
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impacts is presented in Section 4.6.4 (p. 4.6-10) and Section 4.6.5 (p. 4.6-11 et seq.). No changes
are being made to DEIR Section 4.6 except as noted below.

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.6 is being supplemented to reflect
greater focus on issues related to GHG emissions uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State
border and beyond within the overall discussion of GHG emissions-related effects. As set forth
below, revisions are being proposed to DEIR Section 4.6.3’s discussion of Analysis Methodology
and to DEIR Section 4.6.5’s Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation Measures. DEIR Section 4.6
also is being supplemented to add a new Section 4.6.7, Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impacts, that considers the impacts of the whole of the Project, whether initially analyzed in the
DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.

2.11.1 DEIR Section 4.6.3, Significance Criteria

Based on CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4 and 15064.7(c), as well as Appendix G, a project
would cause adverse impacts associated with GHG emissions if it would:

a)  Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment; or

b)  Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Analysis Methodology

GHG emission estimates for the Project presented in this section were prepared by Environmental
Resource Management (ERM), a consultant of the Applicant, and independently reviewed by the
City’s consultant, Environmental Science Associates (ESA). ESA determined that the emission
estimates were acceptable for incorporation in this analysis. GHG emissions from locomotives
were estimated for the small line haul round trip and switching operations within the Refinery and
for the large line haul round trip between the crude oil’s point of origin to land California state
boundary and the Refinery. []

This analysis evaluates the effects of transporting crude oil by rail from its point of origin into
California along the three specific rail routes between the Roseville Yard and the California
border (as described in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis) and from there into the
Refinery. The three routes include the Oregon to Roseville route, the Nevada to Roseville
(northern) route, and the Nevada to Roseville (southern) route. See Figure 1-3, which shows the
routes. The roundtrip mileage that would be associated with these routes varies between

238 miles for the Nevada to Roseville (southern) route and 594 miles for the Oregon to Roseville
route. The average mileage for all three of these routes is 430 miles. Because locomotive routing
is under the control of UPRR, it is not possible to rule out that any one of the three railroad routes
would be used exclusively by Project-related trains. Therefore, for a worst-case analysis, the
Project-related GHG emissions that would be generated within the State have been revised to
reflect a round-trip mileage between the California border and Roseville Yard of 594 miles.
Based on these estimates, GHG emissions can be extrapolated to accommodate the myriad
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permutations of potential routes from the crude oil’s point of origin to the State border. Because

emﬁaens#em—lapge#nem% For details of data calculatlons and assumptlons used to

determine Project-related GHG emissions that-weuld-be-asseciated-with-the Projeet, refer to
Appendix E_of the DEIR and Appendix A of the Revised DEIR.

As explained in Section 4.1.3, the BAAQMD adopted Thresholds of Significance in 2010,
including certain thresholds for GHG emissions. Due to pending litigation the BAAQMD is no
longer recommending that the Thresholds be used as a “generally applicable measure” of a
project’s significant air quality impacts. Lead agencies remain free, however, to apply any
significance thresholds that are based on substantial evidence in the record including, but not
limited to, the same thresholds that the BAAQMD adopted in 2010.

The BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options and Justification Report (2009) recommended an
operational significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year of CO,e for projects involving
stationary sources within the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD. The threshold level of 10,000
metric tons of CO,e per year represents a capture rate of approximately 95% of all GHG
emissions from stationary sources in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. This threshold
level was calculated as an average of the combined CO, emissions from all stationary source
permit applications submitted to the BAAQMD during a three year analysis period (BAAQMD,
2009). This threshold is consistent with the Executive Order S-3-05 GHG emissions reductions
goal of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050, which is roughly equivalent to 90% below current levels
by 2050. This emissions reduction goal goes beyond the AB 32 emissions reduction goal
established for 2020. The BAAQMD recommended that the stationary source threshold be used
for land use projects that would accommodate processes and equipment that would emit GHG
emissions and would require a BAAQMD permit.

The Project would require a BAAQMD permit and would result in emissions of GHG within the
Bay Area and within other parts of California. Because the effects of GHG emissions are not
local and have no relevance to the individual air basins where the emissions are generated, the
City of Benicia has determined, based on the 2009 Report and the evidence cited therein, that the
10,000 metric ton threshold is conservative and appropriate to assess the significance of Project-
related emissions that would be generated within California. Therefore, the Project-related net
annual operational GHG emissions generated within the State would be considered to result in a
significant impact on the environment if the net emissions would be more than 10,000 metric tons
CO.e per year. No GHG emissions standard has been adopted as a threshold to determine whether
the Project-specific incremental addition to national GHG emission levels would be significant
from a CEQA perspective. Accordingly, this analysis uses the 10,000 metric tons CO,e per year
threshold for GHG emissions resulting from Project-related rail transport from points of origin in
North America to the California border.
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The BAAQMD’s 2009 Report did not identify a significance threshold for construction-related
GHG emissions. However, the City has elected to use an approach to the determination of
significance of GHG construction emissions based on guidance developed by the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). For construction related GHGs, SCAQMD
recommends that total emissions from construction be amortized over 30 years and added to
operational emissions and then compared to the operations significance threshold (SCAQMD,
2008). Similar to the SCAQMD’s recommended approach for construction emissions, this
analysis amortizes the construction emissions over a 30-year project lifetime then compares those
emissions to the significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons CO,e per year.

CEQA requires the City to consider whether the Project might conflict with the implementation
of any applicable plan, policy, or regulation designed to address climate change. The analysis
below considers potential conflicts between the Project and the following three-such-plans:

1) Executive Order S-3-05 GHG emissions reductions goal of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050;
2) CARB’s 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan in 2008, as updated on May 22, 2014 (CARB,
2014a); 2 3) the 2010 CAP (BAAQMD, 2010); and 3 4) the City of Benicia Climate Action Plan
(City of Benicia, 2009).

2.11.2 DEIR Section 4.6.5, Discussion of Impacts and
Mitigation Measures
[Because the “No Impact™ determination regarding significance criterion b) has changed as a

result of uprail analysis in this Revised DEIR, a new impact (Impact 4.6-2) has been added
following discussion of Impact 4.6-1.]

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment.

Impact 4.6-1: The Project would generate direct and indirect GHG emissions. (kess-than
Significant and Unavoidable)

Construction Emissions

The majority of Project-related GHG construction emissions would be generated onsite due to the
use of heavy-duty off-road equipment that would include excavators, graders, front loaders, dump
trucks, cranes, paving equipment, etc., to relocate a portion of an existing spill containment berm,
and to construct the proposed rail car unloading rack, unloading rail spurs, and ancillary facilities,
such as an aboveground crude oil pipeline, spill containment structures, a firewater pipeline,
groundwater wells, and a service road. The equipment operation hours per day and number of
required work-days would vary depending on the specific type of equipment and on the
construction activity; however, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that construction
activities at the site would occur during two shifts each day for an average of 10 hours per shift,

7 days a week, for 25 weeks. GHG emissions would also be generated by construction worker
daily commutes and by heavy-duty diesel tractor trailer trucks that would be required to haul
materials (e.g., concrete, asphalt, rails) and debris to/from the Project site.
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Table 4.6-3 sets forth a summary of the GHG construction emissions that the Project would
generate. As indicated in the table, total GHG construction emissions that would be generated
over the 6-month construction period in the form of COe would be approximately 601 metric
tons. These emissions amortized over a 30-year period equal approximately 20 metric tons per
year. As described in the analysis methodology, the total emissions from construction are added
to operational emissions and then compared to the operations significance threshold (see

Table 4.6-5, below). For details of the GHG construction emissions calculations and assumptions,
refer to Appendix E.

TABLE 4.6-3

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Sources CO,e Emissions (metric tons)
Equipment Exhaust 474
Onsite Vehicle Exhaust 24
Off site Vehicle Exhaust 103
Total Emissions 601
Amortized Emissions 20 per year

SOURCE: ERM, 2013a, see Appendix E.1

Operational Emissions in California

Table 4.6-4 identifies (1) the Refinery’s total maritime emissions of GHGs over the three-year
baseline period; (2) the three-year average to be used as the baseline for maritime emissions
(14,260 metric tons of COe); and (3) the portion of those baseline maritime emissions that the
Project would eliminate (11,707 metric tons of COe). For additional information about the GHG
baseline associated with the Project, refer to Section 4.6.2.3, Project Baseline, and Appendix E.2.

TABLE 4.6-4
BASELINE MARINE VESSEL GHG EMISSIONS WITHIN CALIFORNIA
Marine Vessel Baseline Emissions CO,e (metric tons)
Total Emissions over Baseline Period 42,780
Annual Average Emissions over Baseline Period 14,260
Estimated Baseline Emissions Displaced by Project 11,707

NOTES: Total crude delivered by marine vessel during the 3-year baseline period was 93,361,985 barrels, which
equals an annual average of approximately 31,120,662 barrels. It is estimated that the Project would
displace approximately 25,550,000 barrels per year of crude oil delivered by marine vessel.

SOURCES: ERM, 2014 and ESA, 2014, see Appendix Sections E.2 and E.5.

As Table 4.6-5 shows, Project operations would result in a net increase of approximately 6:726
13,609 metric tons of CO,e per year for the state compared to the existing baseline emissions.
This increase in emissions is more less than the conservative significance threshold of

10,000 metric tons of CO,e per year. Therefore, the emissions of GHG that would be generated
by the Project within California would ret be cumulatively considerable and would represent a
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fess-than-significant impact. It seems unlikely that the trains carrying Project-related crude
exclusively would use a single route; nonetheless, its exclusive use of the Oregon to Roseville
route would result in a significant impact while its exclusive use of either of the other two routes
would result in annual net GHG emissions that would be less than the significance threshold and
would result in a less-than-significant impact. Total net emissions would be 9,021 and

1,598 metric tons of CO,e per year for the Nevada to Roseville northern and southern routes,
respectively. Given the uncertainty of the actual rail route or routes that would be used to
transport Project-related crude oil, this analysis conservatively assumes that exclusive use of the
Oregon to Roseville route would occur, resulting in a significant impact.

PROJECT ANNUAL NET GHG El\/-:-lgz:_OEN‘gtsGSENERATED WITHIN CALIFORNIA
California CO,e Emissions

Sources (metric tons/year)
Trains - Long Line Haul from California State Line to Roseville? 20,041 13;458
Trains — Long Line Haul from Roseville to Refinery 4,589
Trains — Short Line Haul at Refinery 135
Trains — Switching at Refinery 351
Electricity Consumption® 180
Amortized Construction Emissions 20
Total Project Emissions 25,316 18433
Marine Vessel Emissions Displaced (Baseline) -11,707
Total Net Emissions 13,609 6;726
Significance Threshold 10,000
Significant Impact? Yes Ne

& Train emissions from the state line to Roseville were estimated by ESA based on ERM, 2013b. The estimates assume all train
travel on the longest route (Oregon to Roseville), a round-trip distance of 594 miles per day.
Indirect GHG emissions associated with electricity consumption were provided by Valero (2013).

SOURCES: ERM, 2013b and 2014, and ESA 2014 and 2015, see Appendix Sections E.2, E.3, and E.5, and Appendix A of the
Revised DEIR.

As disclosed in the discussion of Impact 4.6-1, Project-related train traffic would generate direct
and indirect GHG emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment.

Mitigation Discussion

As a general rule, CEQA requires an EIR to describe mitigation measures that could, if
implemented, minimize significant environmental effects (14 Cal. Code Regs. 8815126(c),
15126.1(a)). Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(e), “mitigation” includes compensating for
an impact by replacing or providing substitute resources. For example, the implementation of a
Carbon Footprint Reporting and Offsets Plan could, if implemented, reduce the severity of
Impact 4.6-1 below established thresholds by requiring Valero to purchase carbon credits from
the Climate Action Reserve or another approved source to offset all Project locomotive-related
CO,e emissions generated in excess of 10,000 metric tons.
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However, “If the lead agency determines that a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, the
measure need not be proposed or analyzed. Instead, the EIR may simply reference that fact and
briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.
815126.4(a)(5)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
several factors, including legal, social, and policy ones. Mitigation measures that are beyond a
lead agency’s powers to impose or enforce are legally infeasible. Kenneth Mebane Ranches v.
Superior Court (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 276. As explained in Appendix G of this Revised DEIR,
the City cannot regulate UPRR’s rail operations either directly or indirectly. Any such attempt
would be preempted by federal law, which proscribes any mitigation measure that would have the
effect of managing or governing rail operations. For these reasons, a mitigation measure that
required the payment of carbon emission offset fees would be infeasible, and so is not
recommended. Accordingly, Impact 4.6-1, regarding Project locomotive-related generation of
direct and indirect GHG emissions, would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation: None available.

Operational Emissions Outside of California

As explained in Section 4.1, trains travelling between the Refinery and North American oil fields
would generate locomotive emissions outside of the State. In order to understand the Project’s net
impact on climate change, however, one must consider the maritime emissions that the Project
would eliminate. The baseline includes emissions from marine vessels travelling between the
Refinery and shipping ports throughout the world, including ports in Alaska, South America, and
the Middle East.

In order to compare the Project’s increase in locomotive emissions with the Project’s decrease in
baseline maritime emissions, ESA developed emissions factors for GHG emissions from
locomotives hauling 100-car trains and marine vessels based on calculations provided by Valero.
The emission factors, set forth in Table 4.6-6, are stated in metric tons of CO,e emitted for
delivery of one million barrels of crude oil for each thousand miles of distance traveled!? between
the source and the Refinery.

Table 4.6-7 presents estimates of GHG emissions that would be generated outside of California
due to transport of the Project maximum quantity of crude oil by marine vessels and trains.
Emissions from marine vessel operation outside California have been estimated using a
composite nautical distance for crude oil delivered from source countries of origin during the
baseline period. Due to the uncertainty of the origins of the crude oil that would be delivered by
rail, the total Project-related GHG emissions that would be generated outside of State cannot be
precisely calculated. GHG emissions have been estimated using average estimated distance from
two potential North American sources.

12 The mileage is the one-way distance from the terminal to the Refinery; the emissions are doubled to include the trip
to return to the terminal.
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TABLE 4.6-613

EMISSIONS FACTORS COMPARISON FOR 1,000,000 BARRELS DELIVERED
PER 1,000 MILES TRAVELLED OUTSIDE OF CALIFORNIA

Metric tons CO,e per thousand miles

Sources hauled per million barrels delivered
Locomotives — large line haul 1,321
Marine Vessel Main & Aux Engines, Open Ocean 876

SOURCE: ESA, 2014; See Appendix E.5

TABLE 4.6-7
EXAMPLES OF GHG EMISSIONS OUTSIDE OF CALIFORNIA

Example One- Metric tons CO,e per

Way Distance 25,550,000 Barrels Delivered
Emission Sources for Example Crude Oil Origins (miles) per Year (round trip)
Prolegt Locor_nptlves — large line haul from composite North 1,500 101,219
American Origin
Baseline Marine Vessel Engines - Alaskan Origin 2,000 89,540
Baseline Marine Vessel Engines — South American Origin 4,000 179,080
Baseline Marine Vessel Engines —Middle East Origin 8,500 380,554
Baseline Marine Vessel Engines — Composite Baseline Origin 7,305 327,044
Net Emissions with Alaskan Origin Baseline -- 11,679
Net Emissions with South American Origin Baseline -- -77,861
Net Emissions with Middle East Origin Baseline - -279,325
Net Emissions with Composite Baseline Origin Baseline - -225,825

* This estimate excludes emissions from operation of any pipeline to terminal of origin. The weighted average of sea distances between
various ports form which crude oil was imported during the baseline period and the Refinery terminal.

SOURCE: ESA, 2014; See Appendix E.5

As indicated in Table 4.6-67, delivery of crude oil by large line haul tank cars would result in
lower overall emissions outside of the State than delivery of crude oil by marine vessel from the
composite baseline origin. Net GHG emissions that would be generated outside of the State are
highly dependent on the origin of the crude oil source and due to the uncertainty in the origins of
the crudes that would be delivered by rail as well as the origins of the crudes that would be
displaced, the net Project emissions estimates presented in Table 4.6-7 are disclosed for comparison

purposes only.

13 The estimates provided in Table 4.6-7 do not include the following emissions, which occur in California: locomotive
emissions associated with small-line (25-rail car trains) hauling or switching that would occur at or in the vicinity of
the Refinery, and the marine vessel emissions do not include emissions from main and auxiliary engines and auxiliary
boiler operation associated with slow cruise in reduced speed zone, vessel maneuvering, or hoteling at the Refinery
dock (i.e., operation of main and auxiliary engines and boilers at/near the dock) or emissions associated with tugboat
escorts and berthing, because it would be overly speculative to attempt to estimate such emissions.
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Mitigation: None required.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Impact 4.6-2: The Project would conflict with Executive Order S-3-05. (Significant and
Unavoidable)

As discussed under Impact 4.6-1, above, total net GHG emissions associated with the Project
would exceed the emissions significance threshold of 10,000 metric tons CO.e per year, which
represents a capture rate of approximately 95% of all GHG emissions from stationary sources
in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin and is consistent with the Executive Order S-3-05 GHG
emissions reductions goal of 80% below 1990 levels by 2050, which is roughly equivalent to 90%
below current levels by 2050. Exceedance of this threshold indicates that implementation of the
Project would not be consistent with the GHG emission reduction goals for year 2050 identified
in Executive Order S-3-05. Therefore, it can be concluded that the Project would conflict with
the intent of Executive Order S-3-05, and would result in a potentially significant impact.

The City of Benicia Climate Action Plan Objective 1C-4 is to Encourage the Refinery to Continue
to Reduce Emissions applies to the Refinery (City of Benicia, 2009). Although the Project may
result in an increase in GHG emissions (see Impact 4.6-1 discussion, below), the Project would
not directly conflict with the City’s established strategies to support Objective IC-4; including
Strategy 1C-4.1, Continue Implementing Capital Improvement Programs, and Strategy 1C4.2,
Investigate Onsite Energy Production (City of Benicia, 2009). Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with the Climate Action Plan.

In addition, the Project would not conflict with any of the 39 Recommended Actions identified by
CARB in its Climate Change Scoping Plan, including the five Recommended Actions that may
be relevant to the overall operations of the Refinery (see Table 4.6-2), because none of the
recommended actions are directly applicable to the Project. Also, pursuant to State law the
Refinery currently participates in the AB 32 emissions reporting and cap-and-trade programs.
Any change in GHG emissions generated at the Refinery due to implementation of the Project
would be accounted for in these programs. Furthermore, the Project would not result in any
potential conflicts related to implementation of measures identified in the BAAQMD’s 2010

CAP. Fhere-would-be-no-impact:

Mitigation Measures: None available. See Mitigation Discussion, under Impact 4.6-1.

2.11.3 DEIR Section 4.6.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

The analysis of impacts associated with GHG emissions and related issues of climate change are
inherently global concerns. Accordingly, GHG emissions of rail transport of Project-related crude
oil are considered in Revised DEIR Section 2.11.2, which supplements and clarifies the focus on
DEIR Section 4.6.5, Discussion of Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
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2.11.4 Summary of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related GHG emissions, including the transport of
crude by rail from North American point(s) of origination, are analyzed in Revised DEIR
Section 2.11.2, which updates the analysis presented in DEIR Section 4.6.5 (p. 4.6-11 et seq.).
Potential cumulative effects of GHG emissions are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.17.4.

Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil transport via a southern California
rail route are expected to be substantially similar to the type and severity of impacts that could
result between the Refinery and the State border via any of the northern routes, including a
potential significant impact regarding GHG emissions from locomotives. This impact
determination is consistent with the analysis documented by San Luis Obispo County in the
Phillips 66 Revised EIR (San Luis Obispo County, 2014) (see Section 4.3, Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gases, pp. 4.3-69 through 4.3-71).

Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts related to significance criterion a) regarding the generation of
GHGs and criterion b) regarding a conflict with plans, policies, or requlations adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

2.12 DEIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

DEIR Section 4.7 (p. 4.7-1 et seq.), Hazards and Hazardous Materials, identifies and evaluates
potential hazards to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, and
disposal of hazardous materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving a release of hazardous materials; wildland fire risks; and other hazards-related issues.
It describes the physical and regulatory setting in Section 4.7.2 (p. 4.7-1 et seq.) and the criteria
used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts in Section 4.7.3 (p. 4.7-13). The evaluation
of potential impacts is presented in Section 4.7.4 (p. 4.7-13 et seq.) and Section 4.7.5 (p. 4.7-14 et

seq.).

Substantial revisions are proposed to DEIR Section 4.7 in response to comments received on the
DEIR that requested supplementation to further develop and refine the quantification of potential
risks (including potential health risks) and to address potential consequences of upset or accident
conditions in more detail. Given the extent of the changes (shown in underscore and strike-out
format), the complete outline of Section 4.7 is reproduced in this section for reviewers’ ease and
convenience and to provide context for the proposed revisions. Where no changes are proposed,
this fact is noted in bracketed italics. In addition to revisions relating to the prior analysis of
potential risks and consequences, the DEIR is supplemented to include a new Section 4.7.6,
Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measures, and a new Section 4.7.7, Summary of Hazards and
Hazardous Materials Impacts, that considers the impacts of the whole of the Project, whether
initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.
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2.12.1 DEIR Section 4.7.1, Introduction

[No revisions are proposed to DEIR Section 4.7.1.]

2.12.2 DEIR Section 4.7.2, Setting

DEIR Section 4.7.2, Setting, describes the Regional Setting (see Section 4.7.2.1, which is found on
DEIR page 4.7-1), Local Setting (see Section 4.7.2.2, which begins on DEIR page 4.7-1), Regulatory
Setting (see Section 4.7.2.3, which begins on DEIR page 4.7-2), and Project Baseline (see

Section 4.7.2.4, which is found on DEIR page 4.7-12). Proposed revisions to these sections (including
the addition of a new Section 4.7.2.2 to describe the mainline rail setting) are as noted below.

2.12.2.1 DEIR Section 4.7.2.1, Regional Setting
[No change is proposed to DEIR Section 4.2.7.1.]

2.12.2.2 [New] DEIR Section 4.7.2.2, Mainline Rail Setting

This section discusses the existing rail operations along the mainline routes that could be used by
crude oil trains serving the Refinery. The UPRR mainline routes that could be used to move crude
oil to the Refinery currently are used for both freight and passenger trains. The City of Benicia
serves as the terminus for what commonly is referred to as the Overland Route for UPRR.

Rail Track Type

Rail track is classified into six categories (Class 1 — 6) with Class 6 having the most stringent
track tolerances/standards!4 and maintenance schedules. With the advent of higher speed trains,
additional classifications have been defined for Classes 7 and 8. Main line tracks are generally
Class 4 or 5 and typically have lower accident rates per million miles. Class 6 track is used for
high speed trains up to 110 miles per hour, and is found in the Northeast Corridor between
Washington, D.C. and New York. Class 4 track is the dominant class for main line track used in
passenger and long-haul freight service. The Class of a track determines the maximum speed that
freight and passenger trains can travel. Higher class tracks have higher allowable speeds.

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) establishes minimum design standards for each of
the various track classes. Each railroad establishes its own design standards for its tracks that
meet or exceed the FRA standards. FRA standards cover the track roadbed, track geometry, track
structure (ballast, cross-ties, joints, switches, etc.). These minimum track safety standards are
specified in Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 213 (49 CFR 213).

For the route from the Roseville Yard to the Refinery, 80.8 percent of the track is Class 4 and 5. For
the route from Roseville to Oregon, 98.1 percent of the track is Class 4 and 5. For the route from
Roseville to Nevada (northern), 100 percent of the track is Class 4 and 5. For the route from
Roseville to Nevada (southern), only 3.5 percent of the track is Class 4 and 5. Attachment 1 of

14 Track tolerances/standards refer to the consistency of the track rail spacing and track gage consistency. 49 CFR 213
contains a detailed explanation of how the track inspection data is used to determine the quality of the rail, in terms
of spacing and gage consistency, and how that affects track loading and speed limits.
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Revised DEIR Appendix F (Quantitative Risk Analysis of the VValero Benicia Crude by Rail

Project) provides more information on the track class these main line rail routes to the Refinery. The

main line track along these three routes has an allowable gross weight rating of 315,000 pounds per

car.

Rail Accident Rates

Train accidents are required to be reported to the FRA. Such reports typically identify the causes

and contributing factors as shown in Table 4.7-1.

TABLE 4.7-1
RAIL INCIDENTS — INITIATING AND CONTRIBUTING CAUSES

Human Errors

Equipment Failures

System or Procedural
Failures

External Events

Humping Non-dedicated car Routing Vandalism/sabotage
Switching Crossing guard failure Control At-grade crossing
Coupling Overpressure -yards Flood/washout
Transloading Leaking valve -mainline Earthquake

Inerting Roller bearing failure -in-plant Rockslide/landslide

Contamination

Coupling failure

Interim storage at

Avalanche

Heating and cooling

Broken rail

holding track

Fire on rail siding

Overfilling Brake failure Car tracking Foa/blizzard
Speedin Roadbed failure Container specification Bridge failure
=peeding Roadbed rallure bridge tailure

lgnoring closed

Protective coating/ insulation/
thermal protection failure

Emergency response training

Block signals

Relief device failure

Maintenance

Driver impairment

Track sensor failure

Inspection

Switchgear failure

Circuitous routing

Signal failure

Communications

system failure

Broken wheel

Suspension failure

Fitting defect

Corrosion

Material defect

Bad weld

SOURCE: MRS, 2015 (Revised DEIR Appendix F), citing Center for Chemical Process Safety (CCPS), 1995.

The transportation of hazardous substances poses a potential for fires, explosions, and hazardous
materials releases. In general, the greater the miles traveled the greater the potential for an
accident. The size of a potential release is related to the maximum volume of a hazardous
substance that can be released in a single accident, should an accident occur, and the type of
failure of the containment structure, e.g., rupture or leak. The potential consequences of the
accident are related to the size of the release, the population density at the location of the
accident, the specific release scenario, the physical and chemical properties of the hazardous
material, and local meteorological conditions.

2-64
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The FRA regulations on reporting railroad accidents/incidents are found primarily in 49 CFR
Part 225. The purpose of the regulations is to provide FRA with accurate information concerning
the hazards and risks that exist on the nation’s railroads. The FRA uses this information for
regulatory and enforcement purposes, and for determining comparative trends of railroad safety.
These regulations preempt states from prescribing accident/incident reporting requirements.

The FRA compiles data on railroad-related accidents, injuries, and fatalities to depict the nature
and cause of rail-related accidents and improve safety. Train accident data reported in the United
States, in California, and accidents reported by UPRR between 2005 and 2014 are summarized in
Table 4.7-2. Based on the train accident data for the United States, the train accident rate varied
from 2.3 accidents per million miles traveled in 2014 to 4.1 accidents per million miles traveled
in 2005. The train accident rate for 2014 was 2.3 train accidents per million miles traveled. Of the
train accidents reported during the 10-year period (a total of 123,877), less than 1 percent of the
train accidents resulted in a release of hazardous materials (259/123,877 = 0.0021 or 0.21%).

TABLE 4.7-2
SUMMARY OF NATIONAL AND CALIFORNIA TRAIN ACCIDENT DATA

Category 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Train Accident Data for United States

Total Accidents/ Incidents | 14,311 |13,803 |13,936 |12,958 |11,246 (11,630 |11,502 |11,048 |11,588 |11,855

Accident Rate 18.14| 16.97| 17.56| 16.74| 16.84| 16.50| 16.03| 15.10| 15.48| 15.48
Train Accidents 3,266 | 2,998 | 2,693 | 2481 | 1912 | 1902 | 2,022 | 1,760 | 1,822 | 1,755
Train Accident Rate 4.139| 3.685| 3.393| 3.205| 2.863| 2.699| 2.818| 2406, 2.433| 2.292

Train Accidents on Main

Line 1021 981 854 767 619 617 621 504 571 517
finceident Rate on Main 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hazmat Releases 39 30 46 21 22 21 21 26 18 15
Cars Carrying Hazmat 8,034 | 9,000 | 8562 | 8430 | 6440 | 7,567 | 7,582 | 6,877 | 7,188 | 7,531
Damaged/Derailed 915 | 1,047 | 1,056 750 749 722 666 672 822 784
Cars Releasing 52 71 76 37 44 40 66 50 78 26

Total Train Miles (millions) 789 814 794 774 668 705 718 732 749 766

Train Accident Data for UPRR

Total Accidents/ Incidents | 2,747 | 2,749 | 2,597 | 2,287 | 1,696 | 1,710 | 1,744 | 1,731 | 1,721 | 1,774

Train Accidents 955 891 723 637 444 447 546 506 501 501

Hazmat Releases 12 5 6 5 3 4 4 6 1 5

Train Accident Data for California

Total Accidents/ Incidents 965 944 950 843 728 724 708 828 805 788
Train Accidents 199 191 155 120 101 87 87 86 99 77
Hazmat Releases 2 3 4 1 1 1 0 0 0 0
SOURCE: MRS, 2015 (Revised DEIR Appendix F), citing U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT), 2015a.
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Local Safety Hazard Sites in California

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has identified a number of local safety

hazard sites (LSHS) within California along the mainline rail routes and adopted rules governing

operations at some of these sites. Table 4.7-3 provides a list of these LSHS. These sites consist of

steep grades and tight curves, and also have historically high frequencies of derailments. As

described in Public Utilities Code 87711, factors that the CPUC considers in determining a LSHS

include at a minimum the following:

1. The severity of grade and curve of track.

N

The value of special skills of train operators in negotiating the particular segment of railroad

line.

The value of special railroad equipment in negotiating the particular segment of railroad line.

The types of commodities transported on or near the particular segment of railroad line.

The hazard posed by the release of the commodity into the environment.

o o &~ w

The value of special railroad equipment in the process of safely loading, transporting,

storing, or unloading potentially hazardous commodities.

7. The proximity of railroad activity to human activity or sensitive environmental areas.

TABLE 4.7-3

LOCAL SAFETY HAZARD SITES IN CALIFORNIA

Number of
Track Length Derailments
Generic Name County (miles) 2009-13
UPRR Yuma Line San Bernardino/Riverside 56.4 32
UPRR Bakersfield Line Kern 24.9 10
UPRR Shasta Line Siskiyou 26.9 4
UPRR Bakersfield Line San Bernardino 23.0 4
UPRR Roseville District Placer 10.0 3
UPRR Feather River Division Butte and Plumas 93.1 2
UPRR Yuma Line Riverside 6.0 1
BSNF Gateway Plumas 10.0 1
BNSF San Diego San Diedgo 4.0 1
UPRR Coast Line (Cuesta Grade) San Luis Obispo 14.0 0
Central Oregon and Pacific Railroad Siskiyou 9.7 0
UPRR Feather River Division Plumas 29.0 0
UPRR Cima Grade San Bernardino 18.1 0
BNSF Cajon San Bernardino 15.0 0
BNSF Cajon San Bernardino 0.5 0
BNSF Cajon San Bernardino 25.6 0

NOTE: Sites highlighted in gray are located along one or more of the three routes most likely to be used by Project-related crude oil

trains to transport materials between the State border and the Roseville Yard.

SOURCE: MRS, 2015 (Revised DEIR Appendix F), Adapted from CPUC Annual Railroad Local Safety Hazard Site Report 2014.
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Depending upon the route that is taken to get from the California border to the Refinery, each
crude oil train would have to traverse one or two LSHS. LSHS account for a disproportionate
share of derailments occurring in California. Within the previous five calendar years, California
has experienced 342 derailments. Of those, 58 derailments, or 17 percent have occurred at or near
LSHS (this includes the LSHS track plus the distance of track 1 mile on each side of the local
safety hazard site) (MRS, 2015 [Revised DEIR Appendix F, CPUC, 2014]).

There are four LSHSs along the routes most likely to be used to deliver crude oil to the Refinery;
one along the route from the Roseville to the Oregon state line, two along the Feather River route
to Nevada (northern), and one along the Truckee route to Nevada (southern). There were nine
derailments on these LSHS between 2009 and 2013 (see Table 4.7-3).

2.12.2.3 DEIR Section 4.7.2.3 2, Local Setting

The existing Refinery routinely receives, processes, and transports various hazardous materials.
These materials exhibit one or more hazardous characteristics, such as combustibility,
flammability, or toxicity. Flammable materials can ignite, causing significant fires, explosions, or
the release of toxic hazardous materials. Operations at the Refinery are subject to strict safety
protocols and process safety management programs that are intended to minimize the possibility
of accidental releases.

Existing Refinery Operations

The Refinery converts crude oil into finished products, including gasoline, jet fuel, liguefied
petroleum gas (LPG), heating oil, fuel oil, asphalt, petroleum coke, and sulfur. The Refinery
produces 10 percent of the clean-burning California Air Resources Board (CARB) gasoline used
in California, and 25 percent of the CARB gasoline used in the San Francisco Bay Area.

The Refinery contains a variety of equipment, including distillation columns, storage tanks,
reactors, vessels, heaters, boilers, and other ancillary equipment. The Refinery also operates its
own asphalt plant, wastewater treatment plant, and a marine terminal at the Port of Benicia. The
marine terminal receives crude oil, refinery products, and feedstock deliveries and exports via
marine vessels and barges. The Refinery uses rail transport to import chemicals used in refining
and to export refinery products such as asphalt, petroleum coke, and LPG.

Crude oils delivered to the Refinery are transferred into storage tanks located in the crude oil tank
farm north of the marine terminal. The crude oils are stored in external floating roof tanks, which
are configured and operated to comply with the stipulations of BAAQMD Requlation 8-5. Valero
combines crude oils from these storage tanks into blends that are then pumped to the Refinery
process units located north of the tank farm.

Existing Refinery Rail Traffic

The Refinery is served by a spur off the UPRR Overland Route mainline that runs between the
industrial port area along the southeastern edge of the City of Benicia and the Refinery itself,
terminating north of Park Road. This spur features an at-grade crossing at Park Road, east of
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Bayshore Road. The spur also serves the industrial areas northeast of the Refinery. Switching
activity between tracks typically occurs just south of the Park Road at-grade railroad crossing.
The Park Road crossing is controlled by two gates and mast-mounted flashing lights.

The Refinery currently exports petroleum coke and LPG from the Refinery via rail to off-site
customers. Once a day, during the daytime hours, up to 12 railcars loaded with petroleum coke
leave the Refinery via Track 700, and cross Park Road toward the marine terminal and AMPORTS
Benicia Port Terminal Company facility directly to the south. The product then is off-loaded into
storage silos near the dock for eventual loading onto marine vessels for export. The empty coke
railcars are brought back onto the Refinery for reloading for the next day’s transfer operations.
These railcars remain on the rail spur that serves the Refinery and do not transit on the UPRR main
line.

Similar export operations take place with railcars transporting LPG destined for customers. The
guantity of these export operations vary with season and production volume. On an annual basis it
averages approximately two railcars per day. These railcars are transported on the UPRR main
line to their ultimate destinations. The Refinery also occasionally imports LPG. Ferthisanalysis;

Airports and Air Hazards

[No change is proposed regarding the discussion of airports and air hazards.]

Wildland Fire

[No change is proposed regarding the discussion of wildland fire.]

2.12.2.4 DEIR Section 4.7.2.4 3 Regulatory Setting

[No change is proposed to introductory language about the Regulatory Setting.]
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Federal and State

Hazardous Materials Management

Under the Federal Emergency Planning & Community Right-To-Know Act (EPCRA), businesses
must retain manufacturers” a Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for each hazardous chemical
product. Each MSDS sets forth information about the chemical in question, including its hazards,
guidelines for handling and storage, and accidental release response measures. EPCRA also
requires businesses to submit hazardous chemical inventory forms to the State Emergency
Response Commission, Local Emergency Planning Committee, and local fire department
annually on March 1st. In 1990, Congress passed the Pollution Prevention Act, which requires
facilities to report additional data on waste management and source reduction activities to U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the Toxics Release Inventory Program. The goal
of the Toxics Release Inventory is to provide communities with information about toxic chemical
releases and waste management activities and to support informed decision making at all levels
by industry, government, non-governmental organizations, and the public. [1]

In California, businesses meet the federal requirements by complying with the California
Hazardous Materials Business Plan program (CA Health and Safety Code §25504 [a-c]). The
Hazardous Materials Business Plans describe hazardous materials inventories, storage container
types and locations, emergency response and evacuation procedures, and employee hazardous
materials training program. The Solano County Department of Resource Management,
Environmental Health Services Division Enforcement (SCDRM) enforces the hazardous
materials the Hazardous Materials Business Plan requirements as they apply to the Refinery.
SCDRM is the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) for Solano County under state law.

Hazardous Waste Management

The Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) sets forth a “cradle-to-
grave” regulatory program governing the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and
disposal of hazardous waste. Under RCRA, individual states may implement their own hazardous
waste programs in lieu of RCRA as long as the state program is at least as stringent as federal
RCRA requirements.

In California, the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) implements the federal
RCRA requirements under the California Hazardous Waste Control Law. DTSC’s hazardous
waste regulations establish criteria for identifying, packaging, labeling, and managing of
hazardous wastes. The requirements are implemented through a permit program governing
treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation of hazardous waste. The regulations require
hazardous waste generators to prepare a Hazardous Waste Contingency Plan describing
hazardous waste storage and secondary containment facilities, emergency response and
evacuation procedures, and employee hazardous waste training program. While DTSC generally
retains authority to implement and enforce its hazardous waste management regulations, much of
the day-to-day regulation is delegated to the SCDRM as the local CUPA.
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Risk Management Programs

The EPA requires each facility that handles listed requlated substances to develop Risk
Management Programs (RMP) to prevent accidental releases of these substances. RMP materials
are submitted to both local agencies (generally the fire department) and the EPA. Stationary sources
with more than a threshold quantity of a regulated substance shall be evaluated to determine the
potential for, and impacts of, accidental releases of that substance. Under certain conditions, the
owner or operator of a stationary source may be required to develop and submit a RMP. A RMP
consists of three main elements: a hazard assessment that includes off-site consequences analyses
and a five-year accident history; a prevention program; and an emergency response program.

Federal Regulation of Oil Transport by Rail

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is a department within the U.S. Department of
Transportation (USDOT). The FRA operates through a number of regional offices. The Region 7
office, headquartered in Sacramento, governs rail activities in Arizona, California, Nevada, and
Utah. FRA adopts and enforces railroad safety regulations, including regulations relating to track
safety, grade crossings, rail equipment, operating practices, and the transport of hazardous
materials by rail. FRA promulgates railroad safety regulations (49 CFR subtitle B, chapter Il
(parts 200-299)) and orders, enforces those regulations and orders as well as the Hazardous
Materials Regulations at 49 CFR Parts 171-180, and the Federal railroad safety laws, and
conducts a comprehensive railroad safety program.

FRA’s regulations promulgated for the safety of railroad operations involving the movement of
freight address: 1) railroad track; 2) signal and train control systems; 3) operating practices;

4) railroad communications; 5) rolling stock; 6) rear-end marking devices; 7) safety glazing;

8) railroad accident/incident reporting; 9) locational requirements for the dispatch of U.S. rail
operations; 10) safety integration plans governing railroad consolidations, mergers, and acquisitions
of control; 11) alcohol and drug testing; 12) locomotive engineer and conductor certification;

13) workplace safety; 14) highway-rail grade crossing safety; and other subjects. The FRA inspects
rail facilities throughout the country in order to ensure compliance with its own regulations, and
those adopted by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA).

The FRA also is responsible for conducting inspections of rail lines and bridges throughout the
United States, for example, with the railroad bridge safety standards (49 CFR Parts 213 and 237).
The bridge safety standards final rule requires the railroad companies that own the bridges to:

. Implement bridge management programs that include at minimum annual inspections of
railroad bridges;

. Conduct special inspections if the weather or other conditions warrant such inspections;

. Maintain an inventory of all railroad bridges and know their safe load capacities;

. Maintain design documents and to document all repairs, modifications, and inspections of
each bridge;

. Ensure bridge engineers, inspectors, and supervisors must meet minimum gqualifications;
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. Make sure bridge inspections are conducted under the direct supervision of a designated
railroad bridge inspector; and

. Conduct internal audits of bridge management programs and inspections.

PHMSA is another department within the USDOT. Pursuant to the Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act, PHMSA adopts regulations governing the transport of hazardous materials by
rail, highway, air, and water. The PHMSA regulations are set forth in Chapter | of Subtitle B of
Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (49 CFR 100 et seq.). The FRA enforces the
requirements set forth in PHMSA regulations.

The National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) is an independent federal agency. The NTSB
reviews transportation accidents, including rail accidents, and makes recommendations to FRA
and PHMSA for regulatory changes.

The American Association of Railroads (AAR) is an industry trade association that represents
railroads, including the major freight railroads in the United States, Canada, and Mexico. AAR
adopts standards for the design and construction of tank cars carried by its members. In some
cases, these standards are more stringent than the requirements set forth in FRA or PHMSA
regulations. In addition, USDOT’s predecessor delegated to AAR regulatory authority to approve
the construction, alteration, repair, and conversion of tank cars and to certify facilities engaged in
these activities.

The PHMSA regulations classify hazardous materials based on each material’s hazardous
characteristics. Crude oil is assigned to hazard Class 3, based on specified characteristics of
flammability and combustibility (49 CFR 173.120)15, The pertinent PHMSA regulations
governing rail transport are summarized as follows:

° 49 CFR 172, Hazardous Materials Table, Special Provisions, Hazardous Materials
Communications, Emergency Response Information, Training Requirements, and Security
Plans, addresses numerous aspects of safe rail transport, including requirements pertaining
to the hazardous materials classification of crude oil.

. 49 CFR 173, General Requirements for Shipments and Packages, specifies requirements
for bulk packaging including the type of tank car a hazardous material must be transported
in based on its assigned Packing Group.

° 49 CFR 174, Carriage by Rail, specifies handling, loading, and unloading requirements for
the safe transport and shipping of hazardous materials, which must be performed by
qualified personnel. This part also addresses correct placarding of rail cars to indicate the
hazard classifications of the materials, and segregation of incompatible materials.

. 49 CFR 176, Carriage by Vessel, provides further details on vessel carriage requirements
for different classes of hazardous materials.

15 A flammable liquid (Class 3) means a liquid having a flash point of not more than 60°C (140°F), or any material in
a liguid phase with a flash point at or above 37.8°C (100°F) that is intentionally heated and offered for
transportation or transported at or above its flash point in a bulk packaging.
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. 49 CFR 179, Specifications for Tank Cars, provides design standards and construction
requirements for rail tank cars including tank wall thickness, tank mounting, welding
certification, pressure relief devices, protection of fittings, loading/unloading valve
requirements, coupler vertical restraints systems, tank-head puncture-resistance systems,
and thermal protection systems.

Under PMHSA regulations, all crude oil must be shipped in a tank car built to the “DOT-111"
specification. DOT-111 tank cars are non pressure tank cars. The cars have a minimum shell
thickness of 7/16 inch and a design pressure of up to 500 pounds per square inch gage (psig).
DOT-111 tank cars are used to transport a variety of hazardous materials, including crude oil and
ethanol. The DOT-111 design has been in use since the 1960’s.

Different “packaging” requirements apply to different crude oils transported by rail. PHMSA
regulations assign hazardous materials to “Packing Groups” based on the risks posed by the
transport of each hazardous material. Packing Group | indicates great danger; Packing Group 11
indicates medium danger; and Packing Group Il indicates minor danger (49 CFR 171.8).
Materials assigned to Packing Group | are subject to the most stringent packaging requirements,
while crude oils assigned to Packing Group 111 are subject to the least stringent requirements.

Individual crude oils can be classified as Packing Group 1, Il, or 111 materials depending on their
boiling points and flash points. Any crude oil with a boiling point below 95° Fahrenheit is assigned
to Packing Group I. Packing Group Il includes any crude oil with a boiling point above 95° and a
flash point below 73° Fahrenheit. Packing Group |1 crude oils are less volatile than Packing Group
I, although more volatile than Packing Group 111 crude oils. Packing Group 111 includes any crude
oil with a boiling point above 95° and a flash point between 73° and 140° Fahrenheit.

Recent and Ongoing Developments in the Regulation of Crude Transport by Rail

In response to recent rail accidents involving crude oil and ethanol, federal regulatory agencies
and AAR have taken a variety of actions designed to reduce the risk of accidental releases from
DOT-111 tank cars. The effort to reduce risk is ongoing, and further regulatory changes are
expected in the relatively near future.

The first of these rail accidents occurred at a highway/rail grade crossing in Cherry Valley,
Ilinois on June 19, 2009. A freight train carrying ethanol in DOT-111 tank cars derailed, causing
the release of ethanol from thirteen tank cars. The ethanol caught fire. At the time of the
derailment, several motor vehicles were stopped on either side of the grade crossing waiting for
the train to pass. The fire fatally injured an occupant in one of the motor vehicles, and seriously
injured two other occupants. Five occupants of other vehicles were also injured. The accident
prompted a mandatory evacuation of approximately 600 residences within a % mile radius of the
grade crossing (NTSB, 2012a).

In its 2012 Accident Report, the NTSB identified a number of causes of the Cherry Valley
accident and the ensuing release, including the fact that the track structure was washed out by a
flash flood. The NTSB also concluded that design of the DOT-111tank cars was “inadequate,”
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making the cars “subject to damage and catastrophic loss of hazardous materials during
derailment” (NTSB, 2012a).

In 2012, NTSB issued a safety recommendation urging PHMSA to adopt more stringent
specifications for DOT-111 tank cars that carry ethanol or crude oil and are assigned to Packing
Groups | or 1l (NTSB, 2012b). The recommendations included making the tank head and shell
more puncture resistant and requiring that bottom outlet valves are designed to remain closed
during accidents when the valve and operating handle are subjected to impact forces.

Also in response to the Cherry Valley accident, AAR’s North American Tank Car Committee
began to consider possible changes to the DOT-111 design that would help prevent releases. In
March 2011, the AAR filed Petition P-1577 with the PHMSA, asking PHMSA to adopt more
stringent standards for DOT-111 tank cars (AAR, 2011a). RHMSA-hasnetyetacted-on-the AAR
Petition—PHMSA has-hoewever-instituted a rulemaking to address the AAR Petition along with
seven other petitions and four NTSB recommendations relating to transportation of hazardous
materials by rail (PHMSA, 2013). PHMSA reviewed the public comments on the proposed
rulemaking and used the information gathered to aid in the development of a Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking issued by USDOT on July 23, 2014. The Final Rule was issued on May 1, 2015 (see

below). alki

Rather than wait for action on its PHMSA Petition, on August 31, 2011, AAR voluntarily
imposed more stringent standards for the design of DOT-111 tank cars. AAR issued the new
standards through Casualty Prevention Circular 1232 (CPC-1232) (AAR, 2011b). CPC-1232
established the following requirements for DOT-111 tank cars:

. Thicker, tank shell and heads;

. Higher tensile strength, normalized steel to improve the ability of tank cars to survive an
accident;

. Protective, steel head shields at both ends of tank car;
. Consolidated top fittings located beneath a robust steel protective housing; and

. A reclosing pressure relief device to reduce the likelihood of over-pressure if the car is
involved in an accident and pool fire.

DOT-111 tank cars that meet these standards are often referred to by the number “1232,” and
shall be referred to here as “1232 Tank Cars” {see-Figure-4-7-1). DOT-111 tank cars that do not
comply with CPC 1232 are often referred to as “legacy” DOT-111 tank cars, and are referred to
here as “DOT-111 Legacy Tank Cars.” As a result of CPC-1232, all DOT-111 tank cars ordered
after October 1, 2011 must meet the standards for 1232 Tank Cars. As of April, 2013,
approximately one third of the DOT-111 tank cars used to transport crude oil in North America
are were 1232 Tank Cars, while the rest are DOT-111 Legacy Tank Cars (AAR, 2014). More
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recent information indicates that nearly 25 percent of the DOT-111 fleet carrying crude today meets
the higher design standards outlined above (MRS 2015, [Revised DEIR Appendix F], p. 21).

In addition, injust-thelastyear beginning in 2013, PHMSA, FRA, NTSB, and AAR have taken a
number of actions in response to certain accidents involving the rail transportation of crude oil
from-the Bakken-Shale formationin-North-Dakota. These incidents are summarized as follows:

. On March 27, 2013, a train derailed in Parkers Prairies, Minnesota. Fourteen cars on a
Canadian Pacific Railway (CP) train caring Canadian crude derailed, and one car was
heavily damaged. An estimated 30,000 gallons of crude spilled; there was no fire or

explosion.

. On May 21, 2013, a train derailed near Jansen, Saskatchewan, Canada. A CP mixed freight
train jumped the tracks and five cars derailed, with one leaking its content. An estimated
24,000 gallons spilled; there was no fire or explosion.

. On July 6, 2013, a train carrying Bakken crude oil in 72 DOT-111 Legacy Tank Cars
derailed in the downtown area of Lac-Mégantic, Canada. The wayhbills described the Bakken
crude oil as a Class 3 hazardous material, assigned to Packing Group I1l. The engineer
stopped the train at a designated crew change point, left the lead locomotive engine idling,
and departed the area leaving the train unattended on the mainline track. A fire was later
reported on one of the train’s unattended locomotive engines and local emergency personnel
responded. An employee of the rail line also arrived on scene. After the responders departed,
the unattended train began to move and gather speed, travelling uncontrolled for 7.4 miles
down a descending 1.2% grade into the town of Lac-Mégantic. The train reached a top speed
of 60-70 miles per hour. Sixty-three of the tank cars derailed and, of these, at least 60 released
a total of 1.6 million gallons of crude oil. The spilled oil ignited immediately, and the
resulting fire engulfed the tank cars and the surrounding area. A total of 47 people died in the
accident. Thirty buildings were destroyed and 2,000 people were evacuated. Approximately
26,000 gallons of crude oil was discharged into the Chaudiére River (NTSB, 2014a).

° On October 19, 2013, a 134-car mixed freight train transporting nine tank cars of liquefied
petroleum gas and four tank cars of crude oil derailed and caught fire outside Gainford,
Alberta, Canada. Gainford residents were evacuated. None of the tank cars carrying oil
leaked or burned. No one was injured or killed.

. On November 8, 2013, a train derailed in Aliceville, Alabama. The train was carrying
90 DOT-111 Legacy Tank Cars with Bakken crude oil from North Dakota to a refinery in
the Gulf Coast. Approximately 12 of the tank cars released crude oil and caught fire. There
were no reported injuries.

. On December 30, 2013, a train carrying 106 DOT-111 Legacy Tank Cars with Bakken
crude oil collided with a grain train in Casselton, North Dakota. A total of 34 cars from
both trains derailed, including 20 that were carrying Bakken crude oil. These cars released
their contents, exploded and burned for over 24 hours. There were no reported injuries.
Over 1,400 residents were evacuated from the scene.

o On April 30, 2014 in Lynchburg, Virginia, a train carrying crude oil tank cars derailed.
Some of the cars that derailed were Legacy DOT-111 Tank Cars, while some were
1232 Tank Cars. One of the 1232 Tank Cars ruptured and released crude oil that ignited
(Oil Daily, 2014). In addition, over 33,000 gallons of Bakken crude oil was released into
the James River. There were no reported injuries.
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On February 14, 2015, a Canadian National (CN) crude oil unit train was proceeding
eastward on CN's Ruel Subdivision near Gogama, Ontario. The train was hauling 100
DOT-111 tank cars loaded with crude oil and petroleum distillates. While travelling at

38 mph, the train crew felt a heavy tug on the train and a train-initiated emergency brake
application occurred. Subsequently, the crew observed a fire about 10 cars behind the
locomotives, so they detached the locomotives from the train. Twenty-nine cars derailed
and several were breached, released product, and ignited a large fire that initially involved
7 of the derailed cars. Additional product was subsequently released, and a total of 21 cars
sustained fire damage ranging from minor to severe. About 900 feet of track was destroyed.

On February 16, 2015, a CSX train carrying Bakken crude derailed in the Mount Carbon
area of Fayette County West Virginia. Twenty-six cars of a 109-car train derailed; 19 cars
were involved in the fire and explosion. Some of the spilled oil entered the Kanawha River.
There were no reported injuries.

On March 5, 2015, a Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) unit train carrying crude oil
derailed in Jo Daviess County, Illinois near the City of Galena. Twenty-one tank cars (each
containing about 30,000 gallons) derailed. Of the 21 derailed cars, originally 5 were on fire
and/or ruptured spilling oil onto the embankment and in a seasonal wetland (currently not
flooded) adjacent to the Galena and Mississippi Rivers. The fire burned for three days. BNSF
successfully uncoupled approximately 84 railroad tank cars containing crude oil, thus
removing the risk of crude oil releasing from these tanks. According to the FRA, the train
was traveling at 23 miles per hour (mph) when it derailed, well below the maximum speed
allowed. The damaged tank cars were newer CPC-1232 tank cars.

On March 7, 2015 a CN crude oil unit train was proceeding eastward on CN’s Ruel
Subdivision near Gogama, Ontario. The train was hauling 94 DOT-111 tank cars. While
travelling at about 43 mph, a train-initiated emergency brake application occurred and the
crew observed a fireball about 700 feet behind the locomotives. They detached the
locomotives and first five cars behind the locomotives and pulled clear. Thirty-nine cars
derailed. One of the derailed cars struck the bridge structure, rolled down an embankment,
and released product. Two derailed cars were submerged in the river, three were partially
submerged, and the rest were in a pile on the river bank. Several cars breached, released
product, and a large pool fire ignited that destroyed the steel rail bridge. Most of the
remaining cars sustained fire damage. About 700 feet of track was destroyed.

On May 6, 2015, a BNSF train derailed near Heimdal, North Dakota, about 100 miles
northeast of Bismarck, resulting in a large fire that involved six tank cars. There were no
injuries, and about 40 people were evacuated from Heimdal. The train’s event recorder
showed it was traveling at about 24 mph at the time of the derailment, which was slower
than the 35 mph limit.

On July 16, 2015, a BNSF train hauling 106 tank cars derailed near Culbertson, Montana.
Approximately 22 cars derailed and 4 were breached, spilling about 35,000 gallons of
crude oil. About a dozen homes and an oil field worker camp were evacuated; no injuries
were reported. No explosions or fires occurred as a result of the accident.

Fhesea Accidents have triggered the following responses from federal regulators and the AAR:

On August 2, 2013, FRA issued Emergency Order No. 28 establishing additional
requirements for unattended trains. The requirements are designed to ensure that unattended
trains, locomotives, and tenders on the mainline track or siding are properly secured against
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unintended movement. The Order was prompted by the Lac-Mégantic accident, which
involved an unattended train (FRA, 2013a). On July 29, 2015, FRA issued a final rule
(FRA-2014-0032) that codifies many of the requirements included in the Emergency Order,
which will sunset on the effective date of the final rule (October 5, 2015) (FRA, 2015a).

. Also on August 2, 2013, PHMSA and FRA issued joint Safety Advisory 2013-06. The
advisory recommended eight specific actions that railroads and shippers should take
relating to unattended trains, procedures for securing trains, safety and security plans, and
proper classification of hazardous materials for shipment (FRA/PHMSA, 2013b).

o On September 6, 2013 PHMSA published an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. As
noted previously, information gathered for this proposed rulemaking was used in the
development of a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking issued by USDOT on July 23, 2014. The
Final Rule was issued on May 1, 2015 (see below). This rulemaking wiH proposed to address,
among other topics, the need to enhance the standards for DOT-111 tank cars used to
transport Packing Group | and 11 hazardous materials, including crude oil (78 FR 54849;
PMHSA, 2013).

. On November 14, 2013, AAR submitted comments in response PHMSA'’s advance notice
of rulemaking. In the comments, AAR recommended that PHMSA adopt tank car standards
that are even more stringent than those adopted by AAR in CPC-1232. AAR recommended
that PHMSA adopt standards for new cars, and require retrofit of existing cars, to include:

- an outer steel jacket around the tank car and thermal protection,
- full-height head shields, and
- high-flow capacity pressure relief valves.

AAR also recommended that PHMSA require additional safety upgrades for 1232 Tank Cars,
including:

- installation of high-flow-capacity relief valves, and
- design modifications to prevent bottom outlets from opening in the case of an accident.

AAR also recommended that PHMSA aggressively phase out older-model tank cars used to
move flammable liquids that cannot be retrofitted to meet new federal requirements, and
eliminate the option for rail shippers to classify a flammable liquid with a flash point
between 100 and 140 degrees Fahrenheit as a combustible liquid. Fhe-tark-standards-that

AARAs-currently-recommending-are-displayed-nHigure 4. 7-L

° On November 20, 2013, PHMSA and FRA issued joint Safety Advisory 2013-07 relating
to the proper classification of crude oil for purposes of the packing group requirements.
(FRA/PHMSA 2013c). The Advisory expressed the concern that, based on its low flash
point, the Bakken crude involved in the Lac-Mégantic incident should not have been
classified as a Packing Group 111 material. The Advisory stressed the importance of proper
classification based on flash point and other hazardous characteristics. The Advisory also
announced a joint FRA/PHMSA compliance initiative called “Operation Classification.”
The initiative involves unannounced inspections at oil producing sites to ensure that crude
oil has been properly tested and classified before it is loaded onto a tank car. The initiative
has informally been referred to as the “Bakken Blitz.”

° On January 2, 2014, PHMSA issued a Safety Alert reinforcing the need to properly
characterize crude oil offered for shipment (PHMSA, 2014a). The Alert specifically noted
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that, because of its low flash point and/or low boiling point, light sweet crude such as
Bakken should typically be assigned to Packing Group | or Il.

. On January 21, 2014, NTSB issued Safety Recommendations R-14-4, 14-5, and 14-6 to
PHMSA relating to the Lac-Mégantic incident (NTSB, 2014a). NTSB reported its finding
that, based on its flash point, the Bakken crude oil released in the Lac-Mégantic incident
was improperly characterized as a Packing Group Il material, and should have been
assigned to Packing Group Il. NTSB recommended, among other things, that PHMSA and
FRA work together to require shippers to accurately characterize hazardous materials
offered for shipment to ensure that they are assigned to the correct packing group.

. On January 23, 2014, NTSB issued Safety Recommendations R-14-1, 14-2, and 14-3 to
FRA relating to the Lac-Mégantic incident (NTSB, 2014b). NTSB repeated its findings
relating to mischaracterization of Bakken crude oil and recommended that FRA, among
other things, audit shippers and railroads to ensure that they are using the correct shipping
classifications.

° On February 21, 2014, DOT and AAR announced an agreement relating to the transport of
crude oil by rail (USDOT/AAR, 2014). AAR and its individual members (including Union
Pacific Railroad) agreed to take the following eight specific actions designed to reduce the
risk of transporting crude by rail:

- Increase track inspections;: Effective March 25, 2014, railroads are required to perform
at least one additional internal-rail inspection each year above those required by FRA
regulations on main line routes over which trains moving 20 or more carloads of crude
oil travel. Railroads also must conduct at least two high-tech track geometry
inspections each year on main line routes over which trains with 20 or more loaded cars
of crude oil are moving. Current federal regulations do not require comprehensive track
geometry inspections.

- Upgrade braking systems;: No later than April 1, 2014, railroads were required to equip
all trains with 20 or more carloads of crude oil with either distributed power or two-
way telemetry end-of-train devices. These technologies allow train crews to apply
emergency brakes from both ends of the train in order to stop the train faster.

- Use of Rail Traffic Routing Technology: Apply the route planning and route selection
requirements set forth in 49 CFR 172.82016 to the routing of crude oil trains (the
requirements do not currently apply to trains transporting crude oil};). No later than
July 1, 2014 railroads were required to use the Rail Corridor Risk Management System
(RCRMS) to aid in the determination of the safest and most secure rail routes for trains
with 20 or more cars of crude oil. RCRMS is a sophisticated analytical tool, developed
in coordination with the federal government, including the U.S. Department of
Homeland Security, PHMSA, and FRA.

- Lower Speeds: No later than July 1, 2014 railroads were required to operate trains with
20 or more tank cars carrying crude oil that include at least one older DOT-111 car no

16 section 172.820 requires rail carriers to analyze the safety and security risks for each transportation route. The
analysis must take into account a variety of relevant factors including, among others, the volume of hazardous
materials transported, the density of rail traffic, trip length, track type, class and maintenance schedule, track grade
and curvature, signals and train control system, environmentally sensitive or significant areas, and venues along the
route (49 CFR 172 app. D). The analysis must also identify and analyze practicable alternative routes.
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faster than 40 miles-per-hour in the federally designated high-threat-urban areas*’

( HTUA) as establlshed by Federal requlatlons Estabhsh—a—ma;em&m—speed—lmsrn—emg
des-lgnated—mgh—ﬂ#eat—aman—a;easi(These areas mclude some C|t|es along the route

from Roseville to Benicia);

- Continue to work with local communities to address their concerns about crude-by-rail
transport in their areas;

- No later than July 1, 2014, railroads were required to begin itnstalling wayside wheel
bearing detectors!® en-tracks at 40-mile intervals (if not already in place) along tracks
with trains carrying 20 or more crude oil cars. These devices monitor train wheels and
can detect potential defects before they cause an accident;

- Increase emergency response training;. Railroads committed to provide $5 million to
develop specialized crude by rail training (by July 1, 2014) and fund a tuition
assistance program for local first responders. One part of the curriculum was designed
to be provided to local emergency responders in the field, as well as comprehensive
training that was conducted at the Transportation Technology Center, Inc. (TTCI)
facility in Pueblo, Colorado. The funding provided program development as well as
tuition assistance for an estimated 1,500 first responders in 2014.

- Conduct planning for emergency response capability. Railroads developed an inventory
of emergency response resources for responding to the release of large amounts of
crude oil along routes over which trains with 20 or more cars of crude oil operate. This
inventory included locations for the staging of emergency response equipment and,
where appropriate, contacts for the notification of communities, and to provide USDOT
(and other emergency responders upon request) with information on the deployment of
the resources.

° On March 6, 2014, USDOT issued Emergency Order DOT-OST-2014-0025. (USDOT,
2014a). Among other things, the Order requires shippers to assign crude oil to Packing
Groups | or 11, thereby assuring that Bakken and other highly volatile crude oils cannot be
mischaracterized and assigned to Packing Group IlI.

° On May 7, 2014, USDOT issued Emergency Order DOT-OST-2014-0067. (USDOT,
2014b). The Order requires railroads to notify the State Emergency Response Commission
for each state in which the railroad transports Bakken crude oil. The notice must contain
certain prescribed information, including the number of trains, the train routes, and the
characteristics of the crude oil. Absent the required notice, railroads are prohibited from
transporting Bakken crude oil. The Order allows states to effectively plan emergency
response procedures for an accident involving Bakken crude oil.

17 A HTUA is defined by the Federal government as an area comprising one or more cities and surrounding areas
including a 10-mile buffer zone. A list of the HTUA, as determined by the Federal government, is provided in
Attachment 6 of Revised DEIR Appendix F.

18 Wayside wheel bearing detectors are devices that are placed along railroad tracks that detect heat or acoustic
signatures, which would indicate that a bearing may fail in the near future. This allows railroad operators to detect
defects before they cause accidents or damage track.
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. On May 7, 2014, FRA and PHMSA issued a joint Safety Advisory relating to the transport of
Bakken crude by rail. (FRA/PHMSA, 2014). The Advisory recommended that shippers and
railroads use the rail tank car designs with the “highest level of integrity reasonably available
within their fleet” for the shipment of Bakken crude oil. The Advisory also specifically
advised shippers and railroads to avoid the use of DOT-111 Legacy Tank Cars for shipping
Bakken crude oil, to the extent reasonably practicable.

. On July 23, 2014 PHMSA issued an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking regarding Oil
Spill Response Plans for “high-hazard flammable trains” (HHFT) that seeks to expand oil
spill planning requirements for shipments of flammable materials (PHMSA, 2014b). The
proposed rulemaking would set a lower threshold for preparation of a comprehensive oil
spill response plan for crude oil trains.

. On April 17, 2015 PHMSA and FRA issued two Safety Advisories and an Emergency Order
to further enhance the safe shipment of Class 3 flammable liquids (USDOT, 2015a). PHMSA
issued a Safety Advisory to remind hazardous materials shippers and carriers of their
responsibility to ensure that current, accurate, and timely emergency response information
is immediately available to first responders. PHMSA and FRA issued a Safety Advisory to
remind railroads operating a HHFT train that certain information may be required by
PHMSA and/or FRA personnel during the course of an investigation immediately
following an accident. FRA issued an Emergency Order to require that trains transporting
large amounts of Class 3 flammable liguid through certain highly populated areas adhere to
a maximum authorized operating speed of 40 mph. FRA issued a Safety Advisory
recommending that railroads use highly qualified individuals to conduct brake and
mechanical inspections and recommends a reduction to the impact threshold levels the
industry currently uses for wayside detectors that measure wheel impacts to ensure the
wheel integrity of tank cars in those trains. FRA issued a Notice and comment request
seeking to gather additional data concerning rail cars carrying petroleum crude oil in any
train involved in an FRA reportable accident. FRA Acting Administrator also sent a letter
to the president of the Association of American Railroads asking continued commitment of
its member railroads to address the safety issues presented.

USDOT Final Rule: Enhanced Tank Car Standards and Operational Controls for High-
Hazard Flammable Trains

On May 1, 2015, USDOT issued its final rule covering enhanced tank car standards and
operational controls for high-hazard flammable trains (USDOT, 2015b). The final rule defines
certain trains transporting large volumes of flammable liquids as “high-hazard flammable trains”
(HHFT) and requlates their operation in terms of speed restrictions, braking systems, and routing.
The final rule also adopts safety improvements in tank car design standards, a sampling and
classification program for unrefined petroleum-based products, and notification requirements.
Table 4.7-4 provides a summary of the elements of the final rule. Table 4.7-5 further summarizes
the design specifications for tank cars allowed under the final rule. New tank cars built after
October 1, 2015 would be required to meet the new DOT-117 standard. All existing Non-
Jacketed CPC-1232 tank cars in Packing Group | service (tank cars proposed for use by Valero)
would have to meet the DOT-117R standard by April 1, 2020.
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TABLE 4.7-4
FINAL REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS FOR HHFT

Adopted Requirement

Affected Entity

Enhanced Standards for Both New and Existing Tank Cars Used in HHFTs

e New tank cars constructed after October 1, 2015 are required to meet enhanced DOT Specification 117
design or performance criteria.

o Existing tank cars must be retrofitted in accordance with the DOT-prescribed retrofit design or
performance standard.

e Retrofits must be completed based on a prescriptive retrofit schedule and a retrofit reporting
requirement is triggered if initial milestone is not achieved.

Tank Car
Manufacturers, Tank
Car Owners

Shippers / Offerors
and Rail Carriers

More Accurate Classification of Unrefined Petroleum-Based Products

e Develop and carry out sampling and testing program for all unrefined petroleum-based products, such
as crude oil, to address:

Offerors / Shippers
of unrefined

petroleum-based

. . . - _ products
(1) Frequency of sampling and testing that accounts for any appreciable variability of the material
(2) Sampling prior to the initial offering of the material for transportation and when changes that may
affect the properties of the material occur;
(3) Sampling methods that ensures a representative sample of the entire mixture, as offered, is collected;
(4) Testing methods that enable classification of the material under the HMR;
(5) Quality control measures for sample frequencies;
(6) Duplicate samples or equivalent measures for quality assurance;
(7) Criteria for modifying the sampling and testing program;
(8) Testing or other appropriate methods used to identify properties of the mixture relevant to packaging
requirements
o Certify that program is in place, document the testing and sampling program outcomes, and make
information available to DOT personnel upon request.
Rail Routing - Risk Assessment Rail Carriers
o Perform a routing analysis that considers, at a minimum, 27 safety and security factors and select a
route based on its findings. These planning requirements are prescribed in 49 CFR § 172.820.
Rail Routing - Notification
o Ensures that railroads notify State and/or regional fusion centers and State, local, and tribal officials who
contact a railroad to discuss routing decisions are provided appropriate contact information for the
railroad in order to request information related to the routing of hazardous materials through their
jurisdictions. This replaces the proposed requirements to notify State Emergency Response
Commissions (SERCs) or other appropriate state delegated entity about the operation of these trains
through their States.
Reduced Operating Speeds
e Restrict all HHFTs to 50-mph in all areas.
e Require HHFTSs that contain any tank cars not meeting the enhanced tank car standards required by this
rule operate at a 40-mph speed restriction in high-threat urban areas.
Enhanced Braking Rail Carriers

e Require HHFTSs to have in place a functioning two-way end-of-train (EOT) device or a distributed power
(DP) braking system.

e Require trains meeting the definition of a “high-hazard flammable unit train” (HHFUT) be operated with
an electronically controlled pneumatic (ECP) braking system by January 1, 2021, when transporting one
or more tank cars loaded with a Packing Group | flammable liquid.

e Require trains meeting the definition of a HHFUT be operated with an ECP braking system by May 1,
2023, when transporting one or more tank cars loaded with a Packing Group Il or Il flammable liquid.

NOTES:

HHFT-High-Hazard Flammable Trains are trains comprised of 20 or more loaded tank cars of a Class 3 flammable liquid in a continuous block or

35 or more loaded tank cars of a Class 3 flammable liquid across the entire train.

HHFUT-High-Hazard Flammable Unit Trains are trains comprised of 70 or more loaded tank cars containing Class 3 flammable liquids traveling at

speeds greater than 30 mph.
SOURCE: MRS, 2015 (Revised DEIR Appendix F), citing USDOT, 2015b.
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TABLE 4.7-5
FINAL SAFETY FEATURES BY TANK CAR OPTION

Thermal
Bottom Outlet Head Shield Pressure Shell Tank Top Fittings Protection
Tank Car Handle GRL (Ibs) Type Relief Valve | Thickness Jacket Material Protection System Braking
Bottom outlet Minimum 11-
handle removed Full- height gauge jacket TC-128 Equipped per AAR | Thermal
or designed to 1/2 inch Reclosing 9/16 inch — constructed from Specifications protection In trains with
DOT-117 prevent 286k == pressure relief | Zo-210C1= | A1011 steelor | Grade B Tank Cars system in DP or EOT
unintended thick head device Minimum equivalent. The normalized | 5ppendix E accordance | devices
actuation during shield acket mustbe | Steel paragraph 10.2.1 | with §179.18
a train accident weather-tight
Bottom outlet Ful Minimum 11-
handle removed — gauge jacket TC-128 Equipped per AAR | Thermal
DOT-117R for | or designed to Height Reclosing 2116 inch constructed from Specifications protection In trains with
Unjacketed prevent 286k 1/2 inch thick | pressure relief W A1011 steelor | GradeB Tank Cars system in DP or EOT
CPC-1232 unintended head device | equivalent. The normalized | 5ppendix E accordance | devices
actuation during shield iacket must be steel paragraph 10.2.1 | with §179.18
a train accident weather-tight
Not required, but
Optional; TC-128 when Equipped
Bare Tanks Reclosing . per AAR
CPC-1232' Bott%_omllets 263K half height; pressure relief 7’\//|1.6.mCh - Jaf_ketsl are Grade B Specifications Optional Not required
are Dptional Jacket Tanks | valve vinimum | optional normalized | Tank Cars
full height steel appendix E
paragraph 10.2.1
NOTES:

1 Thisis referred to as a post October 1, 2011 tank car and is the tank car design proposed for use by Valero.

ECP-Electronically controlled pneumatic; DP-Distributed power; EOT-End of Train

HHFUTSs transporting at least one car of Packing Group | flammable liquid to operate with ECP breaking system by January 1, 2021. Required all other HHFUTSs to operate with ECP braking system by

May 1, 2013 or operate at a maximum speed of 30 miles per hour.
Non —Jacketed CPC-1232 tank cars in Packing Group | (tank cars proposed for the Project) must meet DOT-117R standard by April 1, 2020.

SOURCE: MRS, 2015 (Revised DEIR Appendix F), Adapted from USDOT, 2015b.
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California Public Utilities Commission

The CPUC is the State agency charged with ensuring the safety of freight railroads, inter-city and
commuter railroads, and highway-railroad crossings in the State of California. The CPUC
performs these railroad safety responsibilities through the Railroad Operations and Safety Branch
(ROSB) of the Safety and Enforcement Division.

The ROSB’s mission is to ensure that California communities and railroad employees are
protected from unsafe practices on freight and passenger railroads by enforcing rail safety rules,
regulations, and inspection efforts; and by carrying out proactive assessments of potential risks
before they create dangerous conditions. ROSB personnel investigate rail accidents and safety
related complaints, and recommend safety improvements to the CPUC, railroads, and the federal
government as appropriate. A more detailed listing of the CPUC requlations for railroad is
provided in Attachment 5 of Revised DEIR Appendix F.

The CPUC is responsible for enforcing federal and state railroad safety requirements, including
those governing railroad tracks, facilities, bridges, rail crossings, motive power and equipment,
operating practices, and hazardous material shipping requirements. The Project would require
review and approval by the CPUC as it relates to the new track and operations that would occur at

the Refinery.

The ROSB currently has 38 certified rail inspectors and has funding to hire seven more.
Inspections are divided into five railroad disciplines:

1. Operating Practices — oversight of main, branch, and yard train operations, including hours
of service, carrier operating rules, employee gualification guidelines, and carrier training
and testing programs to determine compliance with railroad occupational safety and health
standards, accident and personal injury reporting requirements, and other requirements.

2. Track — oversight of track construction, maintenance and inspection activities.

3. Signal & Train Control — oversight of signal system construction, maintenance and
inspection activities.

4, Motive Power & Equipment — oversight of locomotives, freight and passenger rail cars, air
brakes, and other safety appliances maintenance and inspection activities.

5. Hazardous Materials — oversight of the rail movements of hazardous materials, such as
petroleum and chemical products; and inspection of hazardous materials shippers.

At a minimum, main line track within California is inspected annually by ROSB inspectors. Any
identified track deficiencies are reported to the FRA and the track operator, and repairs are
required to be made. (MRS, 2015 [Revised DEIR Appendix F], citing Roger Clugston, CPUC
ROSB Manager, 2014).

Governor’s Office of Emergency Services

The Office of Emergency Services (OES), in support of local government, coordinates overall
state agency response to major disasters. The office is responsible for assuring the State’s
readiness to respond to and recover from natural, manmade, and war-caused emergencies, and for
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assisting local governments in their emergency preparedness, response, and recovery efforts.
During major emergencies, OES may call upon all State agencies to help provide support. Due to
their expertise, the California National Guard, California Highway Patrol, Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection, Conservation Corps, Department of Social Services, and the Department of
Transportation are the agencies most often asked to respond and assist in emergency response
activities.

In January 2014, the California Governor’s Office convened an Interagency Rail Safety Working
Group (CA IRSWG, or “Working Group”) to examine safety concerns and recommend actions
the State of California and others should take in response to the emerging risk posed by increased
shipments of crude oil by rail into California. The Working Group includes representatives from
the CPUC, OES, California EPA, DTSC, California Energy Commission, California Natural
Resources Agency, California Office of the State Fire Marshal, Department of Qil, Gas and
Geothermal Resources, and Office of Spill Prevention and Response.

The Working Group published a report on June 10, 2014 that provides preliminary findings and
recommendations to improve emergency response for crude oil trains in California (CA IRSWG,
2014). Some of the key recommendations in the report included increasing the number of CPUC
rail inspectors, improving emergency preparedness and response programs at both the state and
local level, and requiring railroads to provide better information to emergency responders and
affected communities about crude by rail shipments and accident/incident data. Some of these
recommendations were addressed with the passage of SB 861, which was signed into law in June
2014 (see below). Also, the most recent California budget allotted funds for additional CPUC rail
inspectors, and the CPUC is currently in the process of hiring two railroad bridge inspectors.

In March 2015, OES published “Updated Gap Analysis for Rail in California” (OES, 2015). This
report assessed the rail systems in California and the transport of hazardous materials in
correlation to critical infrastructure, environmentally sensitive areas, and areas of population
density; identified “Key Threat Zones;” located existing public and private hazardous materials
resources; identified emergency response time challenges for acceptable areas of coverage; noted
gaps in required and reliable hazardous materials response capabilities; and suggested resource
and training gaps that exist to ensure for a comprehensive, reliable, and sustainable hazardous
materials emergency response capability.

Senate Bill (SB) 861 (Qil Spill Prevention and Response)

SB 861 (signed into law in June 2014) expanded the regulatory oversight of the Office of Spill
Prevention and Response to cover all state surface waters at risk of oil spills from any source,
including pipelines and oil shipped by rail. The expansion provided funding for industry
preparedness, spill response, and continued coordination between government agencies, industry,
and non-governmental organizations. Some of the key program objectives include targeting
critical locations to stage spill responders and equipment and creating inland response plans that
are comparable to the existing marine response plans. Facilities such as railroads, pipelines, and
oil production facilities will now be required to have oil spill contingency plans. SB 861
implemented a $0.065 per barrel tax on crude oil received at refineries from all sources to fund
the new programs.
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Liguid Pipelines and Qil Facilities

Hazardous liquid pipelines are under the jurisdiction of USDOT and must follow the regulations
in 49 CFR Part 195, Transportation of Hazardous Liguids by Pipeline, as authorized by the
Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 (49 USC 860101 et seq.). Other applicable Federal
requirements are contained in 40 CFR Parts 109, 110, 112, 113, and 114, pertaining to the need
for Qil Spill Prevention Control & Countermeasures (SPCC) Plans. The SPCCs covered in these
regulatory programs apply to oil storage and transportation facilities and terminals, tank farms,
bulk plants, oil refineries, and production facilities, as well as bulk oil consumers, such as
apartment houses, office buildings, schools, hospitals, farms, and state and federal facilities as
follows:

. Part 109 establishes the minimum criteria for developing oil-removal contingency plans for
certain inland navigable waters by state, local, and regional agencies in consultation with
the requlated community (i.e., oil facilities).

. Part 110 prohibits discharge of oil such that applicable water quality standards would be
violated, or that would cause a film or sheen upon or in the water. These requlations were
updated in 1987 to adequately reflect the intent of Congress in Section 311(b) (3) and (4) of
the Clean Water Act, specifically incorporating the provision “in such guantities as may be
harmful.”

. Part 112 deals with oil spill prevention and preparation of Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plans. These requlations establish procedures, methods, and equipment
requirements to prevent the discharge of oil from onshore and offshore facilities into or
upon the navigable waters of the United States. These regulations apply only to non-
transportation-related facilities.

. Part 113 establishes financial liability limits; however, these limits were preempted by the
Qil Pollution Act of 1990.

. Part 114 provides civil penalties for violations of the oil spill requlations.

Accidental Release Prevention

Under federal and state laws, certain facilities must assess the potential for accidental releases of
toxic, reactive, flammable, or explosive chemicals, and establish programs to minimize the
frequency and extent of accidental releases. These laws include the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency Risk Management Plan (RMP) Rule (see above); the California Accidental
Release Programs (CalARP); and the California Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA)
Process Safety Management (PSM) standard. The PSM standard addresses workplace and
employee safety on-site. The RMP and CalARP regulations address on-site incidents that might
have offsite consequences for the general public.

Fire Protection-Flammable Liquid and Compressed Gas Storage

The Refinery is required to comply with the California Fire Code and National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) codes that address requirements for flammable and combustible liquid and
compressed gas storage including pressure vessel installation, water mains, foam fire protection
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systems, and water supply reliability requirements. The Benicia Fire Department has local
jurisdiction over proper implementation of fire code requirements.

Worker Safety

Occupational safety standards exist in federal and State laws to minimize worker safety risks
from both physical and chemical hazards in the work place. The Cal/OSHA and the federal
Occupational Safety and Health Administration are the agencies responsible for assuring worker
safety in the workplace.

Cal/OSHA assumes primary responsibility for developing and enforcing standards for safe
workplaces and work practices within the State. The Cal/OSHA PSM rule is discussed above
under Accidental Release Prevention. Worker entry into confined spaces, such as bulk storage
tanks, must be performed in accordance with OSHA confined space procedures, including
training for participants, planning, provisions for access/egress, monitoring, and supervision.
Work requiring welding, grinding, demolition, repair, and installation require hot work (cutting
torches, welding, grinding, etc.). Hot work within the Refinery environment must be performed
under the facility hot work program that is designed in accordance with OSHA requirements and
industry guidelines. At sites known to have hazardous materials present (hydrocarbons, lead
based paint, ashestos, contaminated soil, etc.), a site safety plan must be prepared to protect
workers. The site safety plan establishes policies and procedures to protect workers and the public
from exposure to known and potential hazards at the site. Additional information on Valero’s
Process Safety Management programs are discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, and in this
section, see Impact 4.7-7 below.

In addition, regulations protecting worker safety during crude oil unloading from tank cars are
under the supervision of Cal/lOSHA. The State requirements under California Code of Regulations,
Title 8 are designed to protect workers and the public from health and safety hazards during crude
oil handling related to rail transport. Cal/OSHA requires that employers provide employees with
information and training on hazardous chemicals that may be encountered in their work area and
instructions on ways to protect themselves in the event of a spill or release of hazardous substances.

Emergency Response

California has developed an emergency response plan to coordinate emergency services provided by
federal, State, and local government and private agencies. Responding to hazardous materials
incidents is one part of this plan, as is responding to intentional acts of destruction. Another part of
the plan involves development of a downstream evacuation plan for areas within the potential
inundation area. For Solano County, the plan is administered by the Galifornia Governor’s Office of
Emergency Management-Ageney Services, which coordinates the responses of other agencies,
including the California Environmental Protection Agency, California Highway Patrol, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and local fire departments.

Crude Oil Tank Car Movements

Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) is a common carrier, which is a company that transports goods for
any person or company and that is responsible for the loss of goods during transport. Federal law
requires common carriers like UPRR to transport hazardous materials, such as crude oil, for its
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customers. If a customer delivers the hazardous material in conformity with applicable USDOT
requirements, UPRR must transport the material. UPRR transports all materials (hazardous or
otherwise) in accordance with applicable federal law, industry standards, and other operating rules to
safely and efficiently move freight. Specifically, 49 CFR 130 - Oil Spill Prevention and Response
Plans, requires transporters of oil (both non-hazardous and hazardous) to have a written emergency
response plan. UPRR’s Hazardous Material Emergency Response Plan (HMERP) meets this
requirement. Additionally, UPRR’s Hazmat Team is trained to respond and manage incidents
involving the release, or potential release, of hazardous materials during an incident.

Local

[No change is proposed to the discussion of the local regulatory setting.]

2.12.2.5 DEIR Section 4.7.2.5 4; Project Baseline

[No change is proposed to the statement of baseline conditions.]

2.12.3 DEIR Section 4.7.3, Significance Criteria

Based on California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Appendix G, a project would
cause adverse impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials if it would:

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use or disposal of hazardous materials;

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment;

c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school;

d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment;

e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the project area;

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area;

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan; or

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands.
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2.12.3.1 DEIR Section 4.7.3.1, Approach to Analysis

Within each impact area, this analysis compares existing conditions with existing-plus-project
conditions, and applies an appropriate qualitative or quantitative significance threshold. An
increased cancer risk, for example, is considered significant if the risk exceeds 10 in 1 million.

A CEQA lead agency may exercise its own judgment in determining an appropriate standard of
significance (Sierra Club v. City of Orange (2008) 163 Cal. App. 4th 523, 541), and may choose to
use applicable thresholds of another state or and local agency. Santa Barbara County adopted Public
Safety Thresholds in August 1999, which established guantitative risk-based criteria that have been
utilized by various state and local agencies, including the California Coastal Commission, the
California State Lands Commission, the County of San Luis Obispo, Los Angeles County, City of
Carpentaria, City of Whittier, City of Huntington Beach, and others as a basis to evaluate
significance criteria a) and b). The City of Benicia elects also to use Santa Barbara County’s
thresholds to evaluate the significance of potential Project impacts.

In general, risk is a compound measure of the probability and consequences of an adverse effect.
Common expressions of risk include individual risk and societal risk. Individual risk is somewhat
restricted in its ability to reflect actual risk; it only expresses the risk to a single individual without
consideration of the total vulnerable population in a hazardous zone. Societal risk, illustrated as a
risk spectrum, expresses a continuous variation in risk as a relationship of probability and
conseguence, the latter measuring the number of estimated fatalities and serious injuries.

The thresholds established by Santa Barbara County’s Safety Criteria provide specific zones

(i.e., green, amber, and red) on a risk profile curve to guide the determination of significance or
insignificance based on the estimated probability and consequence of an accident. In general, risk
levels in the green area would be less than significant, while risk levels in the amber and red
zones would be potentially significant. Risk profiles plot the frequency of an event against the
consequence in terms of fatalities or injuries: frequent events with high consequence have the
highest risk level (see Figure 4.7-1).

The criteria used in this analysis are based on the potential risk associated with the crude by rail
operations (at both the Refinery and along the UPRR main line routes). An impact would be
considered significant if either of the following were to occur:

1)  Arisk profile plot is located within the amber or red region of the Santa Barbara County
Safety Criteria, or

2)  The Project is determined to be in a state of non-compliance with any applicable design
code, requlation, NFPA standard, or generally acceptable industry practice.

The foregoing thresholds do not address risk of environmental damage. The thresholds applied to
evaluate the significance of potential effects to Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, and
Hydrology and Water Quality that could result from an upset or accident condition (including a
train derailment or unloading accident that leads to a hazardous materials spill, fire, or explosion)

are dlscussed below Ihe—nslee#an—aeerde#ﬂ&k@ease—eﬂraza#deus—mateﬂab—w&mjeeuea
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2.12.4 DEIR Section 4.7.4, Hazardous Properties of Crude Oil
to be Shipped by Rail

[No change is proposed to this discussion.]

2.12.5 DEIR Section 4.7.5, Discussion of No Hazards and
Hazardous Materials Impacts

[No change is proposed to this analysis of significance criteria d), ), and f).]

2.12.6 DEIR Section 4.7.6, Discussion of Impacts and
Mitigation Measures

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials.

General Railroad Safety

UPRR is a common carrier by rail and would be responsible for transporting crude oil to the
Refinery if the Project were approved. Federal law requires common carriers like UPRR, to
transport hazardous materials, such as ethanol or crude oil, for its customers. If a customer
delivers the hazardous material in conformity with applicable DOT requirements, UPRR must
transport the hazardous material.

UPRR transports all commaodities in accordance with applicable federal laws and industry
standards. To maximize safety and security when moving hazardous materials, UPRR has
implemented additional voluntary rules to secure trains operating on their 23-state network.
UPRR invests substantially in efforts to improve hazardous materials transportation safety,
funding an array of security and hazardous materials-related initiatives that exceed mandatory
compliance measures. UPRR has indicated that it is continuously improving safety when it comes
to transporting crude oil and other hazardous materials. Every day, as part of this effort, UPRR
inspects tracks, locomotives, and cars carrying crude oil and other hazardous liquids. UPRR
conducts extensive training and preparedness programs involving specialized safety training for
rail personnel, as well as local first responders (UPRR, 2013).

It should be noted that UPRR does not produce hazardous materials, own the tank cars that move
the hazardous materials, load or unload those tank cars, or select the origin point or destination
where the hazardous materials are shipped. In addition, UPRR has procedures in place to ensure
that equipment is properly secured, including several checks and balances to control the risk of an
uncontrolled movement. Project trains are expected to move directly from Roseville to Benicia,
and will be attended at all times. To maximize safety and security, UPRR has implemented
additional procedures to secure an unattended train or locomotives (UPRR, 2013). These include:

o Designate trains carrying loads of hazardous materials that will not be left unattended on
main line tracks or sidings outside of yards or terminals unless specifically authorized.
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. Develop a written plan that specifies locations and circumstances under which it is safe to
leave unattended trains or vehicles transporting hazardous material loads.

° Develop a process for employees securing unattended trains or vehicles that include
specific communications with the train dispatchers.

. Review, verify and adjust as necessary protocols related to securing unattended trains or
vehicles.

. Implement operating rules and instructions regarding job briefings that include appropriate
securement protocols.

. Implement procedures for inspecting equipment for proper securement in cases where an
emergency responder has been on, under or between equipment.

In addition, UPRR has implemented the measures set forth in the context of Impact 4.7-2 to
maximize safety and security when transporting crude oil. That discussion is incorporated here by
this reference.

Impact 4.7-1: The Project could pose a significant hazard to the public or environment
during operation of the Project or routine transport or disposal of hazardous materials.
(Less than Significant)

The operation of the Project and transportation of crude oil by rail would increase the frequency
of emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) from locomotive emissions, and from equipment
fugitive emissions. Crude oil delivered by tank car would be stored in existing crude storage tanks
and the crude brought in by rail will displace crude brought in by marine vessel. Therefore, there
would be no increase in fugitive emissions from storage tanks. A health risk assessment
performed for the Project (see Appendix E.6) including operations at the new unloading facility
and along the UPRR mainline between the Refinery and the Roseville rail yards, shows that the
cancer risk from the increase in exposure to TACs ranges from 0.3 to 7.4 8 in one million, which
is less than the significance threshold of 10 in one million. Also, the maximum chronic and acute
hazard indices of 0.014 and 0.048 6-0413, respectively, are less than the significance threshold of
1.0. Thus, the potential risk to the public and environment for the routine transport of crude oil by
rail for the Project is considered to be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment.

Impact 4.7-2: The Project could pose significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment. (kessthan-Significant and Unavoidable)

If the Project were approved and constructed, trains would transport crude oil on UPRR’s mainline
tracks from the Roseville Yard to the Refinery’s unloading facility. Each train, carrying up to
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50 cars of crude oil, would pass through the cities of Roseville, Sacramento, Davis, Dixon,
Vacaville, Fairfield, Suisun City, and Benicia. The Refinery would receive two trains per day,

7 days per week (730 train visits per year). As noted in Revised DEIR Section 2.5.1, it is unknown
what route(s) beyond Roseville that UPRR would use to deliver Project-related trains to the
Refinery. This Revised DEIR assumes that all such trains would be routed through Roseville using
any or all of three routes along the existing UPRR rail system to the north and northeast of
Roseville. One route approaches Roseville from the north via Oregon and two enter California
northeast of Roseville from Nevada. See Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes, and Table 4.0-1, which
summarizes distances between the Refinery and the California state line using these three routes. [1]

If a train carrying crude oil frem-the-Roseville-Yard to the Refinery were to derail; and one or
more tank cars were to rupture, crude oil could be released into the environment.1® If an ignition

source is present, the released crude oil could ignite and/or explode. Fhis-section-b)-performsa

D a intn a al\V/ h a

i —H-As explained above, there is a variety of federal
regulations designed to prevent the accidental release of crude oil from trains, and minimize the
consequences of any such release. FRA and PHMSA closely regulate the rail transport of crude
oil and other hazardous materials. Crude oil must be elassified; assigned to a packing group
subject to packaging requirements, and transported in rail cars that meet certain specifications.
The transport of crude oil by rail is subject to requirements for handling, loading and unloading,
and the placement of placards to alert emergency response teams as to the contents of each car.
FRA routinely inspects the facilities of shippers and railroads to ensure that all regulatory
requirements are being met. In addition, UPRR has implemented the following measures to
maximize safety and security when transporting crude oil:

. Using the Rail Corridor Risk Management System (RCRMS) routing protocol for trains
carrying 20 or more crude oil cars to determine the safest and most secure routes. The
RCRMS is an analytical tool developed in conjunction with the Department of Homeland
Security and the FRA. This tool takes into account 27 risk factors to assess rail route safety

and security.

19 Not every tank car derailment results in a spill, fire, or explosion. This analysis focuses on derailments that result in
a release of crude oil.
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. Requiring trains carrying 20 or more crude oil cars that include at least one older DOT-111
tank car not to exceed 40 miles per hour in the 46 designated HTUAs?0 established by
Federal regulations. This reduces by 10 miles per hour UPRR’s current self-imposed speed
limit. This reduced train speed reduces the kinetic energy that has been determined to
contribute to tank car breeches in an accident.

. Evaluating where the railroad may need to install additional advanced track-side detectors.

. Increased emergency response training and tuition assistance to include a specialized crude
by rail curriculum at the industry’s Transportation Technology Center, Inc. (TTCI) facility
in Pueblo, Colorado.

. Creating a comprehensive emergency response resources inventory.

. Use of distributed power or two-way telemetry end-of-train devices for enhanced braking
on trains that carry 20 or more carloads of crude oil (MRS, 2015 [Revised DEIR
Appendix F], citing UPRR, 2014a).

UPRR also has a capital track maintenance project in California that covers the replacement and
upgrading of track. In the last five years, UPRR has replaced over two million railroad ties and
452 miles of rail line in California (MRS, 2015 [Revised DEIR Appendix F], citing UPRR, 2014b).

UPRR also has a bridge inspection program that complies with 49 CFR Part 237-Bridge Safety
Standards. This program is used to ensure the structural integrity of bridges, culverts, and tunnels.
All bridges are inspected between one and three times per year. In the last five years, UPRR has
upgraded 70 bridges in California (MRS, 2015 [Revised DEIR Appendix F], citing UPRR,

2014b).

As required by Federal law, UPRR has been installing Positive Train Control (PTC) on their main
rail lines in California. Most of the main line routes between the Refinery and the stateline that
would be used for the proposed project have been upgraded to include PTC. PTC is used to
prevent train to train collisions, over-speed derailments, switch misalignment, and unauthorized
entry into work zones (MRS, 2015 [Revised DEIR Appendix F], citing UPRR, 2014b).

In order to evaluate potential Project-related risks to the public, the City’s consultant, MRS,
prepared a quantitative risk assessment (QRA) consistent with the guidelines of the American
Institute of Chemical Engineers, Center for Chemical Process Safety (See Revised DEIR
Appendix F). The main objective of the QRA is to assess the risk of generating serious injuries or
fatalities to members of the public, to assess the risk of spill events, and to develop mitigation
measures that could reduce these risks. Attachment 2 of Revised DEIR Appendix F provides a
detailed description of the QRA methodology and the parameters that were used for various QRA
inputs. This attachment describes each of the steps used in the QRA as well as the various
consequence models and impact thresholds that were used in the QRA. The QRA was used to
determine the significance of an accident associated with crude oil transportation along each of
the three mainline routes that Project-related trains could take to reach the Refinery, as well as for
the rail operations that would occur at the Refinery.

20 A list of the HTUAs is provided in Attachment 6 of Appendix F. Within California, the crude oil trains could pass
through two HTUAS (the Bay Area and Sacramento). Outside of California, a crude oil train could pass through one
or more HTUAs depending upon the route taken (e.g., via Las Vegas, Denver, Seattle, etc.).
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Probability (Frequency) of a Derailment and Associated Crude Qil Spill

In order to identify the probability of an accident (i.e., accident rate or derailment rate) and oil
spill (i.e., spill rate) from a crude oil train on each of the possible routes, the City retained

Dr. Christopher Barkan, a Professor and the Executive Director of the Rail Transportation and
Engineering Center at the Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering at the University
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, to determine route specific accident rates and spill rates based
on Valero’s proposed tank car design (see Attachment 1 of Revised DEIR Appendix F). The
analysis took into account major risk factors (including route specific FRA track class, method of
operation, tank car safety design, the proposed volume of crude oil trains over the route, and the
estimated spill size) to develop a conditional cumulative probability distribution of spill sizes in
the event of a release along various FRA track classes. These conditional cumulative probability
distributions assume non-jacketed CPC-1232 tank cars (which are the tank cars Valero would use
for the Project) on routes with annual traffic density of more than 20 million gross tons and
considers various spill sizes that could result from a derailment that leads to loss of oil from a tank
car puncture or fitting failure. The spill sizes evaluated in the analysis included the following:

. Small Spill (100 gallons) - represents approximately the 100 percent cumulative probability
spill size given that a release has occurred.?!

) Median Spill (30,000 gallons) - represents approximately the 50 percent cumulative
probability spill size given that a release has occurred. This represents the volume of about
one tank car.

. Large Spill (180,000 gallons) - represents approximately the 3 percent cumulative probability
spill size given that a release has occurred. This represents the volume of about six tank cars.

. Very Large Spill (240,000 gallons) - represents approximately the 1 percent cumulative
probability spill size given that a release has occurred. This represents the volume of about

eight tank cars.

These are oil spill volumes resulting from a derailment that leads to loss of oil from a tank car
puncture or fitting failure, and do not include secondary release due to fire and associated thermal
tears in a railcar’s steel shell. The hazards zones associated with the fires and secondary thermal
tears resulting in fireballs were incorporated into the QRA.

The probability of a crude oil release incident from Project trains, depending upon the rail route
used to get to the Refinery, is shown in Table 4.7-6.

TABLE 4.7-6
PROBABILITY OF CRUDE OIL RELEASE FROM PROJECT TRAINS
100 gallons+ One release every 20 to 27 years
30,0000 gallons+ One release every 38 to 80 years
180,000 gallons+ One release every 200 to 4,000 years
240,000 gallons+ One release every 308 to 10,000 years

21 For example, for a small spill (100 gallons) there is a 100 percent cumulative probability that 100 gallons or more
would be released assuming that the tank car has failed and that a release has occurred. For the median spill size
(30,000 gallons), half/50 percent of potential spills would be 30,000 gallons or more. Thus, there is a 50 percent
chance that an accident involving the breach of a single or multiple tank cars would result in a spill of 30,000
gallons or more. The cumulative probabilities of very large spills involving multiple tank cars is much lower at
three percent for a spill of 180,000 gallons or more, and one percent for a spill of 240,000 gallons or more.
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These probabilities of a release are only for the portion of the routes between the Refinery and
California/Oregon and California/Nevada state lines. As discussed below, the probability of a
release of crude oil would be greater for the full length of the train route (from the crude oil’s

point(s) of origin to Refinery).

In conducting the QRA, the routes were divided into distinct segments based on rail characteristics
and population density along the railroad. Segments based on the population density adjacent to the
railroad are shown in Figure 2-1 of Revised DEIR Appendix F. Crude oil spill probabilities for each
of the routes and segments are shown in Tables 5.3 through 5.5 of Revised DEIR Appendix F.

Consequence Modeling Results

Several crude oil spill scenarios were modeled to evaluate worst-case thermal radiation hazards
associated with a large crude oil fire. Modeled scenarios ranged from small releases from a tank
car, to the complete loss of multiple tank cars. The worst case spill was assumed to be

240,000 gallons (about eight tanker cars). An explosion of tank cars, referred to as a thermal tear
and simulated as a Boiling Liguid Expanding Vapor Explosion (BLEVE), also was evaluated.
The worst-case thermal radiation and explosion hazard distances are provided in Table 4.7-7. The
modeling input data and results for these hazards are provided in Attachment 3 of Revised DEIR
Appendix F. A 100-gallon spill was used as the cut off for the hazards analysis since below that
level the hazard zones would likely be contained to the railroad right-of-way, and explosions
would be unlikely since a 100-gallon spill fire would not generate enough thermal radiation for a
long enough period of time to produce a thermal tear.

TABLE 4.7-7
WORST CASE THERMAL RADIATION HAZARD ZONES — MAINLINE RAIL

Thermal Radiation Hazard Zones (feet)

Wind Speed
(meters/second) 5 kW/m”® 10 kw/m?
1 846 466
2 912 509
3 948 535
4 974 554
5 994 571
10 1,053 620
20 1,585 1.109
BLEVE Hazard Zones (feet)

40 kJ/m? 2,339

150 kJ/m? 1,158

250 kJ/m? 846

NOTES:

KW/m?=kilowatts per square meter

kJ/m°=kilojoules per square meter

See Attachment 3 of Revised DEIR Appendix F for the detailed consequence modeling results.

See Attachment 2 of Revised DEIR Appendix F for a description of the consequences associated with
these hazards.
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The consequence modeling results then were used along with the spill probability and population
densities to estimate the overall risk of injury and fatality for each of the routes. These hazard
zones would be the same for the entire rail route within California and all the way back to the
source of the crude oil.

Quantitative Risk Assessment Results

The results of the QRA for the Project are presented in Figures 4.7-2 and 4.7-3 as risk profiles.
The risk profiles in Figure 4.7-2 assume that two 50-car unit trains travel between the Roseville
Yard and Refinery every day for a total of 730 trains per year, and assume that all 730 trains per
year use the same route between Roseville and Oregon or Nevada. The risk profiles in

Figure 4.7-3 also assume that two 50-car unit trains travel between the Roseville Yard and
Refinery every day for a total of 730 trains per year, and assume that all 365 of the 100-car unit
trains per year use the same route between Roseville and Oregon or Nevada. The risk profile
curves shown on these figures (and others below) correspond to the following Project routes:

) Valero to NV via Truckee (Nevada to Roseville, Southern)

) Valero to OR via Dorris (Oregon to Roseville)

) Valero to NV via Portola (Nevada to Roseville, Northern)

The level of risk for the Project along the three potential main line rail routes is represented by the
solid orange, red, and blue lines in these two figures. The graph on the left shows the risk for
potential injuries, while the graph on the right shows the risk for potential fatalities. The diagonal
dashed green and red lines represent the significant risk threshold for insignificant (green) and
significant and unavoidable (red) risk. If the risk falls between the dashed green and red lines, the
impact remains potentially significant with the ultimate CEQA conclusion (“less than significant
with mitigation incorporated” or “significant and unavoidable™) depending on whether mitigation
measures have been identified that could be implemented to avoid or reduce the severity of the
impact below established thresholds.

Because maximum risks from proposed transport of Project-related crude oil are above the
significant risk threshold (dashed green line), impacts would be considered significant for both
the 50- and 100-unit car trains. These risk profiles represent the collective risk along the entire
route. The risk within any individual city or county would be considerably less. The risk is
primarily driven by the HTUA (Bay Area and Sacramento) since these are the locations where
fairly long stretches of track are in close proximity to heavily populated areas.

As discussed in Revised DEIR Section 1.1, it is possible that Project-related crude could be
transported to the Refinery via any of the North American freight railroad tracks shown in
Figure 1-1. Therefore, the routes used by UPRR to transport crude from source locations to the
California border cannot be determined with certainty. While determination of the exact routes
used by Project-related trains would be speculative, many of the routes outside of California also
would traverse populated areas (including HTUA) that could be affected in the event of a release
that results in a fire or explosion. Train accident rates typically are determined based on the
number of accidents per million miles traveled. As the miles a train travels increase, the
probability of an accident also increases. Therefore, the additional miles Project-related trains
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would travel from the source locations to the California border would increase the overall
probability of an accident resulting in injuries and fatalities; the impact would remain significant.

As described in the USDOT Final Rule: Enhanced Tank Car Standards and Operational Controls
for High-Hazard Flammable Trains (USDOT, 2015b), new tank cars constructed after October 1,
2015 are required to meet the new USDOT Specification 117 design or performance criteria. The
prescribed car has a 9/16-inch tank shell, 11-gauge jacket, 0.5-inch full-height head shield,
thermal protection, and improved pressure relief valves and bottom outlet valves. EXisting tank
cars must be retrofitted with the same key components based on a prescriptive, risk-based retrofit
schedule. As a result, the final rule will require replacing the entire fleet of DOT-111 tank cars for
Packing Group I, which covers most crude shipped by rail, within 3 years and all non-jacketed
CPC-1232s, in the same service, within approximately 5 years.

The rule requires HHFTSs to have in place a functioning two-way end-of-train (EOT) device or a
distributed power (DP) braking system. Trains meeting the definition of a “high-hazard
flammable unit train,” or HHFUT (a single train with 70 or more tank cars loaded with Class 3
flammable liguids), with at least one tank car with Packing Group | materials, must be operated
with an electronically controlled pneumatic (ECP) braking system by January 1, 2021. All other
HHFUTs must have ECP braking systems installed after 2023.

The rule restricts all HHFTs to 50 mph in all areas and HHFTSs containing any tank cars not
meeting the enhanced tank car standards required by this rule are restricted to operating at a

40 mph speed restriction in HTUA. The 40 mph restriction for HHFTs without new or retrofitted
tank cars is also currently required under FRA’s Emergency Order No. 30.

Railroads operating HHFTs must perform a routing analysis that considers, at a minimum,

27 safety and security factors, including “track type, class, and maintenance schedule” and “track
grade and curvature,” and select a route based on its findings. These planning requirements are
prescribed in 49 CFR 8172.820.

Improved information sharing ensures that railroads provide State and/or regional fusion centers,
and State, local, and tribal officials with a railroad point of contact for information related to the
routing of hazardous materials through their jurisdictions. This replaces the proposed requirement
for railroads to notify State Emergency Response Commissions (SERCS) or other appropriate
state-designated entities about the operation of these trains through their states.

Shippers must develop and carry out sampling and testing programs for all unrefined petroleum-
based products, such as crude oil, to address the criteria and frequency of sampling to improve
and ensure accuracy. Offerors must certify that hazardous materials subject to the program are
packaged in accordance with the test results, document the testing and sampling program
outcomes, and make that information available to USDOT personnel upon request.

The QRA provided in Revised DEIR Appendix F also evaluates the new tank car design
standards (DOT-117 and DOT-117R) and safety requirements relative to the Project. The results
of the QRA are presented in Figures 4.7-4 through 4.7-7. Risk profiles are presented for both the
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Project as proposed, and under the new USDOT requirements. As shown in these figures, while
the updated tank car designs reduce the overall risk, the impact would remain significant.??

Although the Project involves a risk of an accidental release from tank cars {atbeit-very-low-at
0:009), the Project also involves a corresponding reduction in the risk of an accidental maritime
release from vessels carrying crude oil to the Refinery. For harbor and mooring accidents, the
probability of an accident as reported by FEMA is 0.001 accidents per transit, and about 0.15 of
these accidents would result in a spill (FEMA, 1989). Assuming current baseline transits for marine
terminal (approximately 89 ships per year), the estimated baseline probability of an accidental

22 The probabilities labeled on the vertical axis of these graphs as “Frequency, per year” are expressed using scientific
notation. For example, 1.0E-04 = 0.0001 = 1/10,000.
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release resulting in a spill would be 0.0267 releases per year (or once every 37.5 years). With
operation of the Project, marine vessel deliveries would be reduced by up to 82% per year and the
probability of a maritime release in San Francisco Bay would be lowered to 0.0048 releases per
year (once in 208 years).
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Mitigation: None reguired available.

Finallyit-bearsnoting-that No reasonable, feasible mitigation measures have been identified that
would, if implemented, reduce below established thresholds the potential significant hazard to the
public or the environment that may result through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. Further, as discussed
in DEIR Section 3.7, DEIR Appendix L, and Revised DEIR Appendix G, the City cannot requlate
UPRR’s rail operations either directly or indirectly. Any such attempt would be preempted by
federal law, which proscribes any mitigation measure that would have the effect of managing or
governing rail operations federalHawpreempts-the ability of state and-local governments-to-regula

interstate-commerece. While the City can identify and disclose the risks posed by rail transport of
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crude oil, it must rely on the federal authorities to ensure that any such risks are mitigated as
appropriate. Therefore, Impact 4.7-2 is considered significant and unavoidable.

Impact 4.7-3: The Project could create a hazard to the public or environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions during train maneuver at the rail
unloading facility. (Less than Significant)

There is also a potential that a tank car could derail while being maneuvered onto the side-track
unloading area at the Refinery. FRA has published ten-year accident statistics for UPRR on side
track maneuvers (FRA, 2013d). The average accident rate for these maneuvers was reported to be
about 15 accidents per million yard switching miles. Assuming that the travel distance during
these maneuvers is about one mile per train visit, the probability of a derailment or other accident
at this location on an annual basis is estimated to be 0.01, or once in one hundred years. Given the
low speed the trains would be moving (3 mph), tank cars would not be impacted enough to result
in a spill because the estimated shell and head puncture velocity of the tank car design proposed
for use by Valero are 8.3 mph and 10.3 mph, respectively (MRS, 2015 [Revised DEIR Appendix
F, USDQT, 2014]). In addition, assuming a reasonable worst case scenario where one entire tank
car contents spilled, from such an accident (30,000 gallons), the Project’s spill containment
system is designed to hold the entire contents of a spill plus any firefighting water and firefighting
foam fire suppression system that might be used to prevent a fire. Thus, the impact would be less
than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.7-4: The Project could create a hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions during the line hookup and crude oil
transfer from a tank car at the unloading facility. (Less than Significant)

An accident may occur at the rail unloading facility when a rail car is coupled to the manifold
during unloading operations. This process could result in spills due to mechanical failure, structural
failure, corrosion, or human error. The most likely spill related event would be a release during the
unloading process due to a loading line failure.

For this operation a hard-piped elbow would be connected to the bottom drain at the tank car to be
unloaded. Then one end of a flexible hose would be connected to the elbow and the other end
connected to the manifold. It is possible that the hose connection could leak and crude oil would
drain and be contained in to the sump below the tank car. Although such an event may have a
higher probability of occurring than a derailment at the unloading facility, the amount of crude oil
that could be released would be much smaller before remedial action could take place, such as
closing the valve at the bottom of the tank car. To minimize the likelihood and the volume in the
event of an oil spill at the unloading rack, hardware design on the rack includes a sight/flow glass
for each tank car to verify that the contents have been emptied prior to decoupling the hose, a check
valve between the offloading header and each tank car to prevent backflow from the offloading
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header, and manually operated block valves on both ends of the offloadlng hose Smee—the—veleme

weeld—beﬁlesstharksrghmeaht—l%vense—t The sump under the unloadlng faC|I|ty has the capamty to

receive and contain a volume almost nine times greater than the capacity of one tank car. This
containment volume is significantly larger than the EPA 40 CFR 112.9 SPCC, which requires 100%
of a single storage container and sufficient freeboard to contain precipitation. Given this, even if the
contents of one entire tank car were released during an unloading operation, the impact would
remain contained and less than significant.

The loading area also would be equipped with a fire protection system that complies with code
reguirements at the time of construction. System components could include, for example, fire
detection equipment hydrants, controls, and piping. The unloading rack would be equipped with a
foam sprinkler deluge system and firewater monitors with foam generators at the unloading rack
periphery. In the event of a spill that led to a fire, the sprinkler deluge system would activate and
douse the area with foam. Any spilled oil would be directed away from the unloading area to the
spill containment tanks, which would serve to keep any fire away from the tank cars.

Downstream of the two unloading facility meter assemblies, a new 16-inch above ground pipeline
would be routed along an existing internal road on the Valero property between the unloading
facility and the Refinery. This pipeline would connect with the existing Refinery crude oil storage
tanks. This road accommodates periodic on-site traffic only associated with Refinery personnel
traveling at low-speeds. The pipeline would be approximately 4,000 feet in length. The unloaded
crude oil would be stored in the existing Refinery storage tanks. Therefore, crude oil storage would
not result in any increase in fire and explosion risk at the Refinery.

The proposed unloading facility would have a maximum crude oil pumping rate of 4,000 gallons
per minute. The unloading facility and 16-inch pipeline would be monitored using multiple
Programmable Logic Controllers and controlled using the existing Refinery’s Supervisory Control
and Data Acquisition (SCADA\) system. The SCADA would detect a catastrophic failure of the
16-inch pipeline within 1 minute, thus limiting pumping losses. However, the drainage of the
pipeline would occur, and potentially result in a worst-case spill of about 73,000 gallons of crude
oil. This worst case spill would occur where the pipeline connects with unloading pumps since this
is the lowest elevation of the pipeline. Further up the pipeline toward the storage tanks, the
maximum spill volumes decrease, with the smallest spill volumes being near the storage tanks. In
the event of a release from the pipeline, the oil would drain into the area around the pipeline and
unloading racks, which could result in a pool fire.

Several crude oil spill scenarios were modeled to evaluate worst-case thermal radiation hazards
associated with a large crude oil fire. Modeled scenarios ranged from small releases from a tank car,
full release of tank car contents, and full release of the pipeline volume. (See Attachment 3 in
Revised DEIR Appendix F for consequence modeling input data and results). The worst-case
thermal radiation hazard distances are provided in Table 4.7-8.

As shown below in Figure 4.7-8, none of these flammable hazard zones have the potential for
offsite impacts associated with the worst-case unloading facility crude oil spill and fire in residential
areas. The worst case spill would occur just north of the unloading facility where nearly the entire
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TABLE 4.7-8
WORST CASE THERMAL RADIATION HAZARD ZONES — UNLOADING FACILITY
Distance in feet to
Wind Speed
(meters/second) 5 kW/m? 10 kW/m?®
1 518 282
2 558 308
3 581 324
4 974 554
S 994 571
10 1,053 620
20 1,585 1,109

NOTES:

KW/m?=kilowatts per square meter

See Attachment 3 of Revised DEIR Appendix F for the detailed consequence modeling results.

See Attachment 2 of Revised DEIR Appendix F for a description of the conseguences associated with
these hazards.

pipeline would drain onto the ground due to the slope of the area between the unloading facility and
Refinery storage tanks. Spills closer to the Refinery storage tanks would be smaller, thus resulting
in smaller hazard zones and less offsite exposure. Since the worst case hazard zones extend beyond
the Refinery boundaries, the QRA provided in Revised DEIR Appendix F evaluates the risk to
adjacent workers in the commercial/industrial area east of the Refinery.

The QRA also considers the potential for a tank car thermal tear to result in the event that a pipeline
spill exceeds the volume of the spill containment sump and the crude oil ignites. The results of the
QRA for the Project are presented in Figure 4.7-9 as risk profiles, which show that the risk of
injuries or fatalities associated with unloading facility accidents would be less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact 4.7-6: Train derailments and unloading accidents that lead to hazardous materials
spills, fires, and explosions could result in substantial adverse secondary effects, including to
Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, and Hydrology and Water
Quality. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Secondary Effects to Biological Resources

Train derailments and unloading accidents that lead to spills, fires, explosions, and ensuing
emergency response activities could result in substantial adverse impacts to biological resources,
including species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status, riparian habitats or other
sensitive natural communities or federally protected wetlands; and may interfere substantially
with the movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, may impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites. Although the probability of derailment and related risks would be low, the consequences to
biological resources could be high. Numerous factors affect the severity of impacts to biological

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-108 August 2015
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report



Benicia Valero CBR . 202115.01
SOURCE: City of Benicia Figure 4.7-8
Worst-Case Facility Thermal Radiation Hazards

2-109



Ooll-¢

1.0E-01

- Refinery Rail Unloading Terminal

----- Significant and Unacceptable Risk

1.0E-02

----- Potentially Significant Risk

1.0E-03

Significant
(Red)

1.0E-04

Frequency, per year

Potentially
Significant (Amber)

1.0E-05 > >
AN AN
hY AY
N \
~ N
AY AY
N \
N, AN
\\ \\
N, N,
\\ \\
N\
Inkighifigant ~ N
N, \
Green) o N
N N,
1.0E-06 ~ ~
N,
~
N
N
N,
\
~
N,
AY
\,
N\
\
Y
N
N\,
N\
\\
1.0E-07 =
1 10 100 1000

Number of Injuries

Frequency, per year

1.0E-02

1.0E-03

1.0E-04

1.0E-05

1.0E-06

1.0E-07

1.0E-08

F f
[ == Refinery Rail Unloading Terminal
----- Significant and Unacceptable Risk
----- Potentially Significant Risk .
F N\
- N
- N
- N
N
o N,
L AY
A)
N
I N
,
\
- N
N
N
b
N
N
L N,
I N Significant
[ N Red)
N\
- N\,
N
L AY
\
N\
N,
o N
N
N\
N
N\,
\\
- N
- N N
[ N LN
- \ A
N N
N Potentially A
1N Significant (Amber) \\
I N
\ N
N N
+ \ AY
\ N,
\ N
N Ay
\ N
Hsienifi o N 3,
L insignifieant——"- o
[ (Green) S L
[ X \
\ AY
L . .
L \ N,
N N\,
\ N
L . N
\ N
\ Ay
L N N
N N\,
N AY
\ \\
\\. AY
1 10 100 1000

Number of Fatalities

Benicia Valero CBR . 202115.01

SOURCE: MRS, 2015

Figure 4.7-9
Risk Associated with Valero Unloading
Facility Crude Oil Spills and Fires



2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

resources in the event of an accidental oil spill. For instance, full train derailment and spill
occurring within a remote and steep canyon section of Feather River where slope and water flow
could accelerate the rate of oil spread would pose a greater risk to biological resources than a spill
occurring in disturbed flatland habitats such as agricultural fields in the Sacramento Valley. In
addition, depending upon the location of an oil spill along the UPRR mainline tracks, availability
of oil spill containment or cleanup equipment and access to accident sites could prolong
emergency response agencies and impair cleanup efforts. Although the QRA finds a minimal
likelihood of train derailment and oil spill, the possibility still exists.

Special Status Plant Species

Based on the database query along the UPRR mainline (Revised DEIR Appendix E), there are a
minimum of 96 sensitive plant species occurrences documented within 300 feet on each side of
the rail. The Oregon to Roseville route has approximately 40 special status plants documented
within 300 feet of the rail line, the Nevada to Roseville (northern) has 44 and the Nevada to
Roseville (southern) has 11 special status plants.

For most sensitive plant species, it is unlikely that a train derailment or spill would eliminate the
entire population of the species, as most sensitive plant species populations occur at multiple
locations. However, some special-status plants occupy very limited ranges and a substantial spill
or related fire could potentially impact localized populations and impair the survival of the
species. Direct impacts or secondary impacts to sensitive plants as a result of any trail derailment
crude oil spill would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact.

Special Status Wildlife

Based on the database query (Revised DEIR Appendix E), there are currently a minimum of

83 special-status wildlife occurrences documented within 300 feet of the mainline rail routes. The
Oregon to Roseville route has approximately 48 special-status wildlife documented within

300 feet of the rail line, the Nevada to Roseville (northern) has 34 and the Nevada to Roseville
(southern) has 17. The majority of these species are associated with natural, continuous habitats
running along the uprail routes. These include the Sacramento and Feather River riparian
corridors, the Sierra and Cascade Mountain Ranges with associated forests, and the numerous
wetlands and creeks traversed by the rail routes.

In the event of a train derailment or oil spill, the potential for impacts may be greater to aguatic
and semi-aquatic species due to the sensitivity of aguatic environments and the probability of
greater spread through gravity and water transportation. Qil contamination into water increases
the chance of direct contact with wildlife species than if a spill were to occur on flat terrestrial
habitats. Contact with oil can damage waterproofing ability of aquatic birds, poisoning through
ingestion of contaminated water or vegetation, deterioration of water guality, destruction of
habitat, long-term reproductive or health problems, and contamination up food chains. Even an
oil spill on terrestrial habitats could affect sensitive species and natural communities through soil
contamination, loss of habitat, fire spread due to explosion and derailment, and disturbances from
emergency response and cleanup efforts. Irrespective of whether a crude oil train accident were to
occur within aquatic or terrestrial habitats, any such incident would have the potential to impact
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special-status wildlife species and their habitats. Therefore, oil spills along the main line rail
routes could be significant and unavoidable depending upon the location and severity of the spill.

Critical Habitat

The routes uprail from Roseville Yard to the State border bisect nine critical habitat units: Delta
smelt, chinook salmon, steelhead, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, Sierra
Nevada yellow-legged frog, yellow-billed cuckoo (proposed critical habitat), Contra Costa
goldfields, and Suisun thistle. An oil spill within critical habitat would have adverse impacts
either directly through habitat loss or through habitat degradation of essential habitat features of
special status species. This would constitute a significant and unavoidable impact.

Sensitive Habitats

Based on the database query (Revised DEIR Appendix E), a total of 10 sensitive habitats are
documented within 300 feet of the mainline rail routes. Examples of sensitive habitat include:
Northern Claypan Vernal Pool, Great Valley Mixed Riparian Forest, Coastal Brackish Marsh,
Great Valley Valley Oak Riparian Forest, Central Valley Drainage Valley Floor River, and
Elderberry Savanna. Most of the sensitive communities documented within 300 feet the routes
occur along the Oregon to Roseville route. Overall, the database query of only 10 sensitive
habitats is considered to be low and is likely underestimated since the main line rail transects
numerous properties and habitat types that may have not been mapped and/or documented within
the CNDDB. An oil spill within sensitive habitat would have adverse impacts either directly
through habitat loss or through habitat degradation of essential habitat features of special status
species. This would constitute a significant and unavoidable impact.

Streams, Rivers, Wetlands and Other Waterbodies

Based on database queries and map and aerial photo interpretation, the uprail routes bisect or run
parallel of numerous wetland features. Larger features include the Feather, Sacramento,
American, and Truckee Rivers; Shasta Lake, Lake Oroville, Suisun Bay, Suisun Marsh, and Yolo
Bypass. In addition, there are numerous creeks, drainages, vernal pools, seeps, marsh complexes,
and other wetland features within the vicinity of the mailing rail routes that could be adversely
impacted by an oil release. Due to the sensitive nature of water habitats, the greater risk of oil
spread through flow and gravity, and the difficulty of remediation to water features impacts
resulting from accidental oil release could have significant and unavoidable impacts.

Mitigation Discussion

As a general rule, CEQA requires an EIR to describe mitigation measures that could, if
implemented, minimize significant environmental effects (14 Cal. Code Regs. 8815126(c),
15126.1(a)). Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15370(b), “mitigation” includes “[m]inimizing
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.” Requiring a
project to comply with specific legal obligations may be a proper mitigation measure when it is
reasonable to expect compliance. Oakland Heritage Alliance v. City of Oakland (2011) 195 Cal.
App. 4th 884, 906. Recent California legislation addresses the protection of surface waters,
wetlands, and environmentally sensitive areas in the event of an oil spill. For example, Senate Bill
(SB) 861, Qil Spill Prevention and Response, was signed into law on June 20, 2014 after issuance
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of the DEIR. SB 861 authorizes the Office of Spill Prevention and Response with the statewide
expansion and regulatory oversight to cover all statewide surface waters at risk of oil spills. In the
event of an oil spill on the mainline tracks within California, SB 861 requires implementation of
an approved California Qil Spill Contingency Plan (Gov’t Code 88574.1). In the event of an oil
spill, the implementation of an approved California Qil Spill Contingency Plan could reduce
impacts to marshes or other sensitive habitats within the State to less than significant. However,
under a worst case scenario, significant direct and indirect impacts to special-status species and
their habitats could occur. If Valero were required to document (subject to verification) that all
required provisions of an SB 861 Qil Spill Contingency Plan were in place for all mainline rail
routes in California that could be used to transport crude oil to the Refinery and that all first
response agencies along such routes had been provided a copy of the plan, the significance of
Impact 4.7-6 could be reduced relative to streams, rivers, wetlands and other waterbodies.

“If the lead agency determines that a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, the measure
need not be proposed or analyzed. Instead, the EIR may simply reference that fact and briefly
explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination.” (14 Cal. Code Regs.
815126.4(a)(5)). CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines “feasible” as “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
several factors, including legal ones. Mitigation measures that are beyond a lead agency’s powers
to impose or enforce are legally infeasible. Kenneth Mebane Ranches v. Superior Court (1992)
10 Cal.App.4th 276.

As explained in Revised DEIR Appendix G, the City cannot requlate UPRR’s rail operations.
Any such attempt would be preempted by federal law, which proscribes any mitigation measure
that would have the effect of managing or governing rail operations. For this reason, a mitigation
measure that required compliance with SB 861, as supplemented to require verification and
provision of plans to all first response agencies, would be infeasible, and so is not recommended.
Accordingly, Impact 4.7-6, regarding potential secondary hazard-related effects to biological
resources, including special status species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands, following a train
derailment or other upset or accident, would remain significant and unavoidable.

UPRR would remain obligated to comply with independently enforceable federal requirements,
including emergency planning requirements. However, even with a plan in place, potential
impacts to special status species, sensitive natural communities, or wetlands affected by a
substantial spill would remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures: None available.

Secondary Effects to Cultural Resources

Train derailments and unloading accidents that lead to fires, explosions, and ensuing emergency
response activities could result in substantial adverse impacts to the significance of a historical
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. As noted in Revised DEIR Section 2.8
(regarding cultural resources), several historical resources are located along and near the rail lines
within and beyond the State border. In the event of a train derailment and a resulting explosion,
fire, or cleanup and restoration activities at any point along the rail route from the point of origin
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to the Refinery where historical buildings, structures, or other resources are present, such
resources or their immediate surroundings could be damaged, destroyed, or otherwise altered
such that their significance would be materially impaired. Although the risk of such an
occurrence is quite low,23 any substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines 8§15064.5 would be a significant impact. Because no
reasonable, feasible mitigation measures have been identified that would, if implemented, reduce
the significance below established thresholds, this secondary hazards and hazardous materials
related impact to cultural resources would be significant and unavoidable.

Secondary Effects Relating to Geology and Soils

Seismic hazards may pose a safety concern for the State’s railroad system infrastructure because
railroad tracks and bridges cross active faults (California Interagency Rail Safety Working Group,
2014) and because the potential for earthquake-induced damage to railroad system infrastructure
is high (CPUC, 2013). Railroad tracks located within a fault zone could be severed directly by
fault rupture and displaced or buried by landslides, rock falls, liguefaction and embankment
settlement (USGS, 2008; Jones et al., 2008; Byers, 2008). Railroad damage was reported in
approximately 100 earthquakes that occurred between 1859 and 2008 (Byers, 2008) and can be
expected to occur in future events. See, for example, the California Geological Survey’s analysis
of a hypothetical magnitude 7.8 earthquake on the San Andreas Fault in Southern California
(USGS, 2008; Jones et al., 2008). The report discloses that railroads cross the San Andreas Fault
rupture zone a total of 21 times in the Palmdale area, Cajon Pass, San Gorgonio Pass, and near
the Salton Sea; that earthquake-induced landslides could bury railroad tracks beneath millions of
cubic meters of debris; and that liquefaction-induced lateral spreading could cause substantial
track displacement (Jones et al., 2008). Earthquake-induced track damage could result in an
accident involving a train carrying Project-related crude oil in any seismically active area along
any of the routes shown in Figure 1-1, North American Freight Railroads. See Revised DEIR
Section 2.12, which analyzes the risks and potential direct and indirect consequences of rail-
related accidents and other upsets. Because a seismic event could expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death and because no
reasonable, feasible mitigation measures are available that would, if implemented, reduce the
significance below established thresholds, this rail-transport related impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

Secondary Effects Relating to Hydrology and Water Quality

Train derailments and other accident conditions (including tank car punctures and fitting failures)
could result in substantial adverse impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality by violating water
guality standards or waste discharge requirements, creating or contributing runoff water that

23 As analyzed in the QRA provided in Appendix F to this Revised DEIR, “...the probability of a crude oil release
incident exceeding 100 gallons or more would range between one every 20 years to once every 27 years depending
upon the rail route used to get to the Refinery. The probability of a crude oil release incident exceeding
30,000 gallons or more would range between one every 38 years to once every 80 years; the probability of a crude
oil release incident exceeding 180,000 gallons or more would range between one every 200 years to once every
4,000 years; and the probability of a crude oil release incident exceeding 240,000 gallons or more would range
between one every 308 years to once every 10,000 years. These probabilities of a release are only for the portion of
the routes between the Refinery and Oregon/Nevada state lines.... the probability of a release of crude oil would be
greater for the full length of the train route (crude source location to Refinery).”
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would exceed the capacity of stormwater drainage systems or providing substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially degrading water quality. Such incidents and
accidents also could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow if the derailment also causes
levee or dam failure.

The risk that these secondary effects of train-related incidents and accidents to Hydrology and
Water Quality could occur would be lower than the risk described in the QRA prepared of the
Project (see Revised DEIR Appendix F, Section 5.2.1) because, in order for there to be an impact
to surface water and water quality, the incident would need to occur in the vicinity of a water
body such as a stream, river, marsh, or bay. In order for groundwater quality to be affected by a
train-related incident or accident, there would have to be hydrologic connection to an affected
surface water body or else a spill would have to occur in a groundwater recharge area. In the
event of a derailment or other accident resulting in the release of crude oil from rail cars,
substantial degradation to surface water and/or groundwater quality could occur depending upon
the volume of the materials released and the location of the spill.

The topography or terrain in the area of an oil spill would affect the extent of the potential impacts.
Hills, valleys, low areas, and other land features can affect how a release is contained or migrates
over the ground surface. For example, a release in an area with a steep slope could accelerate the
rate of oil migration and cause the spill to cover a greater area. Releases near low areas or confined
valleys could pool and contain the oil and reduce aerial coverage of the release. Spills that flow into
a drainage ditch or channel might flow greater distances from the release site due to the funneling of
the oil in the channel. Smaller drainage channels generally flow into larger channels, which
potentially could empty to a surface water feature, thus increasing the impacts of the spill. A spill
released to level, flat ground would generally not migrate as far from the release site.

If released to water, crude oil typically floats on the water’s surface. If crude oil is left on the
water’s surface over an extended period of time, some constituents within the oil will evaporate,
other fractions will dissolve, and eventually, some material may descend to the bottom. Oil can
sink in the water column as it degrades and mixes with particulates in water. In flowing waters,
the spreading of the oil in three dimensions creates many challenges for responders to minimize
the impacts of the release. Consideration of submerged oil in a flowing water environment would
require different response action planning and response equipment to contain and recover the
submerged oil. Spills into water ways and infiltration into groundwater could impact sources of
drinking water, threatening water supplies for local populations. Qiling could occur on vegetation
and soil along the banks or shore of surface waterbodies. Wetlands and other natural areas along
with their inhabitants (e.g., amphibians, reptiles, fish, and aquatic plants; see the subsection above
for detailed discussion of secondary hazards-related impacts to Biological Resources) could be
impacted if an oil spill entered these ecological systems. However, compared to flowing surface
water systems, an oil plume within a wetlands-like environment typically would migrate slowly,
oiling surface vegetation and wildlife. Additionally, secondary impacts also could occur from the
cleanup and response activities.
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In the event of a crude oil spill, UPRR would rely first upon the emergency response agencies and
responsibilities described above. See also regional spill response plans such as the Truckee River
Geographic Response Plan for the Truckee River Corridor, which is implemented in Placer,
Nevada, and Sierra counties in California and Washoe, Storey, and Lyon counties in Nevada
(Truckee River Area Committee, 2005). Compliance with applicable rules and response plans
would reduce train derailments and improve emergency response in the event of an accident
involving a release of oil. UPRR maintains spill response contracts with companies throughout
their rail network in California. All of the UPRR response firms are rated Oil Spill Response
Organization (OSRO) by the State of California and classified Oil Spill Removal Organization by
the United States Coast Guard. Depending upon the location, and extent of a spill local response
teams, UPRR response personnel and State and Federal response agencies would be involved in
the containment and cleanup operations. However, depending upon the location of an oil spill
along the UPRR main line tracks, there may be no oil spill containment or cleanup equipment
immediately available, and it could take some time for emergency response teams to mobilize
adequate spill response equipment. Depending upon the location of the spill, this could allow
enough time for the spill to affect water resources. For example, as summarized in Section 3.1 of
Revised DEIR Appendix F, approximately 26,000 gallons of crude oil were discharged into the
Chaudiere River as a result of the July 6, 2013, derailment in Lac-Mégantic, Canada; more than
33,000 gallons of crude oil were released into the James River as a result of the April 30, 2014
derailment in Lynchburg, Virginia; and oil also entered waterways as a result of the February 16,
2015 derailment in Fayette County, West Virginia and the March 7, 2015 derailment near
Gogama, Ontario. Consistent with these occurrences, it is clear that oil spills along mainline
tracks (whether they occur within the State or elsewhere in North America) could result in a
significant impact to water resources and water quality (including sources of drinking water)
depending upon the location of the spill. Although the risk of such an occurrence is quite low, any
violation of water guality standards or waste discharge requirements, or exceedance of another of
the thresholds identified in DEIR Section 4.8.3 (p. 4.8-13 et seq.) would be a significant and
unavoidable impact.

Mitigation Discussion

Requiring compliance with SB 861 (with or without assuring that all first response agencies along
main line routes that could be used to transport Project-related crude oil have been provided a
copy of the Qil Spill Contingency Plan) could lessen the potential significance of secondary
effects to hydrology and water guality during a train derailment and subsequent oil spill.
However, for the reasons discussed above, it would be infeasible for the City to require this as a
mitigation measure. Therefore, this secondary hazards and hazardous materials impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Mitigation Measures: None available.
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c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

Impact 4.7-7 6: Operation of the Project could emit hazardous emissions or handle

hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste within one-quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school. (Less than Significant)

There are no schools within a 1/4 mile radius of the Refinery and the Project facilities (unloading
racks and rail spurs) within the Refinery. No direct impact would result from operation of the
proposed facilities within the Refinery.

Along the three UPRR mainline routes between the Refinery and the yards-in-Reseville; California

b

radius of the UPRR mainline. Table 4.7-1 9 lists these schools.

TABLE 4.7-19

SCHOOLS WITHIN 1/4 MILE OF THE UPRR MAINLINE

order, some portion of 27-over 100 school properties are located within an approximately 1/4 mile

School Name City County
Crystal Middle School Suisun City Solano

Our Christian Scholastic Academy Suisun City Solano
Children's World Learning Center Suisun City Solano
Armijo High School Fairfield Solano
Holy Spirit School Fairfield Solano
Grange Middle School Fairfield Solano
Vanden High School n/a Solano
Travis Community Day n/a Solano
Dixon High School Dixon Solano
Maine Prairie High School Dixon Solano
Linford L Anderson Elementary School Dixon Solano
Dixon Community Day Dixon Solano
University of California Davis Davis Yolo
Families First NPS Davis Yolo

River City Christian Academy West Sacramento Yolo
Westfield Village Elementary West Sacramento Yolo
Washington Elementary Sacramento Sacramento
Sacramento Montessori School Sacramento Sacramento
Mustard Seed School Sacramento Sacramento
Woodlake Elementary Sacramento Sacramento
Martins' Achievement School n/a Sacramento
Aero Haven Elementary n/a Sacramento
Kohler Elementary n/a Sacramento
Northwood Elementary Sacramento Sacramento
Miles P. Richmond School n/a Sacramento
Hillsdale Elementary n/a Sacramento
Highlands High School n/a Sacramento
Berean Christian School Sacramento Sacramento
Elverta Elementary School Elverta Sacramento
Heritage Peak Charter Rio Linda Sacramento
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TABLE 4.7-19 (Continued)

SCHOOLS WITHIN 1/4 MILE OF THE UPRR MAINLINE

School Name City County
Community Collaborative Charter McClellan Sacramento
Elwood J. Keema High McClellan Sacramento
Placer Christian Academy Roseville Placer
Phoenix High Lincoln Placer
Lincoln High Lincoln Placer
Sheridan Sheridan Placer
Elreag]fgrr]ctia\rNoodbridqe Fundamental Roseville Placer
Placer County Court Schools Auburn Placer
Placer County Community Schools Auburn Placer
Placer County Special Education Auburn Placer
Bowman Charter Auburn Placer
Alta-Dutch Flat Elementary Alta Placer
Emigrant Gap Elementary Emigrant Gap Placer
Loomis Elementary Loomis Placer
Weimar Hills Weimar Placer
Del Oro High Loomis Placer
Sierra Foothills Academy Loomis Placer
Placer High Auburn Placer
Independence High Roseville Placer
Adelante High Roseville Placer
Roseville High Roseville Placer
Forty-Niner ROP Auburn Placer
Roseville Community Roseville Placer
Nord Country Chico Butte
Rosedale Elementary Chico Butte
Notre Dame School Chico Butte
Mission High Durham Butte
Durham High Durham Butte
Durham Elementary Durham Butte
Durham Intermediate Durham Butte
Gridley Unified Community Day Gridley Butte
Esperanza High Gridley Butte
McKinley Elementary Gridley Butte
Wilson Elementary Gridley Butte
Gridley Unified Community Day Gridley Butte
Learning Community Charter Oroville Butte
Butte County Special Education Oroville Butte
Spring Valley Elementary Oroville Butte
Oroville High Oroville Butte
Sierra School of Butte County Oroville Butte
Phoenix Program Redding Shasta
Oasis Community Redding Shasta
Shasta County Special Education Redding Shasta
Anderson New Technology High Anderson Shasta
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TABLE 4.7-19 (Continued)

SCHOOLS WITHIN 1/4 MILE OF THE UPRR MAINLINE

School Name City County
Castle Rock Elementary Castella Shasta
Cottonwood Community Day Cottonwood Shasta
West Cottonwood Junior High Cottonwood Shasta
Monarch Learning Center Redding Shasta
Shasta Charter Academy Redding Shasta
Shasta-Trinity ROP Redding Shasta
Shasta Baptist Schools Redding Shasta
Central Valley High Shasta Lake Shasta
North Woods Discovery Redding Shasta
Golden Eagle Charter Mount Shasta Siskiyou
Mt. Shasta Elementary Mount Shasta Siskiyou
| AM School Mount Shasta Siskiyou
Butte Valley Middle Macdoel Siskiyou
Picard Community Day Elementary Dorris Siskiyou
Tehama County Special Education Red Bluff Tehama
Lincoln Street Red Bluff Tehama
Los Molinos High Los Molinos Tehama
Vina Elementary Vina Tehama
Tehama County ROP Red Bluff Tehama
New Day Charter Marysville Yuba
Lindhurst High Olivehurst Yuba
Lincoln (Abraham) Marysville Yuba
North Marysville Continuation High Marysville Yuba
South Lindhurst Continuation High Olivehurst Yuba
Marysville Charter Academy for the Arts Marysville Yuba
Marysville High Marysville Yuba
Wheatland Elementary Wheatland Yuba
Academy for Career Education Charter Wheatland Yuba
Quincy Junior/Senior High Quincy Plumas

SOURCE: ESRI, Tele Atlas North America, 2010, ESA,

2014, 2015

The intent of this criteria per CEQA 821151.4 is to ensure that construction or alteration of a
facility within 1/4 mile of a school is disclosed and potential impacts from hazardous emissions
or the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials. Given that the schools identified
along the existing UPRR mainline are already in place as is the UPRR mainline that there are no
alternations or proposed construction for this Project within any school, the proximity of these
schools to the indirect Project impacts from railroad emissions transporting the crude by rail
would likely represent a less than significant impact per the intent of CEQA §21151.4. In
addition, the health risk assessment (see DEIR Appendix E.6_and Appendix C of the Revised
DEIR) discussed above for Impact 4.7-1, considered TAC emissions from the operation of
Project trains along the UPRR mainline. The health risk assessment found a less than significant
impact for the nearest receptors along the mainline and in all cases these receptors were much
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closer to the mainline than the school properties listed in Table 4.7-19, also see Section 4.1.5, for
a full discussion of this analysis. Consequently, given the intent of CEQA 821151.4 and the
results of the health risk assessment (see DEIR Appendix E.6 and Appendix C of the Revised
DEIR); this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation: None required.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.

Valero Emergency Response

The Refinery’s emergency notification procedures, including notification to City of Benicia
Dispatch and the public, are contained in Section 203 of Valero’s Emergency Procedures Manual
(EPM) see Appendix G. In the event of an emergency, courtesy notification may also be provided
to the Califernia-Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (Sal-OES). If a release of a hazardous
substance exceeds regulatory reportable quantities, Valero would also contact the appropriate
state or federal agencies.

The Valero Fire Department maintains its own equipment to respond to emergencies within the
Refinery. Under agreement with the City of Benicia, equipment and resources to operate the
equipment, may also be dispatched at the request of the City of Benicia Fire Department. A copy of
Valero’s EPM is on file with the City of Benicia Fire Department. A list of Apparatus and
Equipment available on Valero property is listed in Section 206 of Valero’s EPM see Appendix G.

Refinery operators are qualified and trained annually on fire response, hazmat and rescue.
Certified Emergency Medical Technicians (EMT?’s), fire truck operators, and personnel trained in
oil spill response are on site at all times. Valero currently has approximately 30 certified EMT’s
on staff. There is at least one EMT on site at all times. The Refinery is also staffed with a
Registered Nurse during weekday business hours and has access to an off-site medical clinic
staffed and available 24 hours a day.

Valero’s Qil Spill Contingency Plan contains a list of oil spill response equipment available on
site. Annual refresher training is conducted for refinery personnel trained in oil spill response.
Periodic tabletop and equipment deployment drills are conducted with various federal, state,
county, and local agencies.

The City of Benicia Fire Department has access to Valero property through three gates. These
include two gates from East Second Street, and one gate on Park Road. To expedite access of
City of Benicia Fire Department personnel to the Valero facility, a list of all Benicia Fire
Department members is on file with Valero security personnel.

The Refinery also has a separate agreement for emergency mutual aid with other refineries in the
Bay area. Per the agreement with all members of the Bay Area Petrochemical Mutual Aid
Organization (PMAO), members provide mutual aid to other member facilities in case of an
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emergency, contingent upon the availability of responders or equipment at the time of the event.
The PMAO Manual outlines the response for different types of events.

An example of a recent response was the August 6, 2012 fire at the Chevron Richmond Refinery.
All responding members of the PMAO were on site during that event. Valero provided one fire
engine with three firefighters along with the Valero Fire Chief to assist in the emergency
response. Valero’s fire engine connected to the Chevron refinery fire water system and provided
1,250 gpm of firewater flow to the base of the fire. Valero was on site a total of 6 hours until the
fire was extinguished.

Valero Spill Response

The Refinery utilizes a multi-level organization based on the Incident Command System to
provide immediate, efficient and flexible response to spills associated with the operation of its
facilities. The initial level of response is provided by trained operating personnel, the Refinery
Process Team-Spill Response Team, who are on-duty 24 hours per day. If the demands of the
incident require capabilities beyond those of this team, the Spill Management Team (SMT) is
activated. The SMT is initially staffed using on-call Benicia Refinery personnel. In general, the
SMT should be capable of managing a response to any of the planning scenarios described in the
Oil Spill Contingency Plan.

The structure of the Refinery SMT is based on the National Interagency Incident Management
System Incident Command System. The organization permits immediate scale-up to meet the
requirements of any size incident. Coordination with state and federal Incident Commanders is
maintained using the Unified Command approach, regardless of the level of activation of Valero
resources.

In the event of an incident that results in the accidental spill or release of oil outside the Refinery,
the Incident Command System would be immediately activated. As representatives of various
agencies are deployed in the response, a Unified Command would be established and populated
by Federal, State and Local agency personnel including but not limited to the following agencies:

. U.S. Coast Guard

o California Office of Spill Prevention and Response

. California Department of Fish and Wildlife

o U.S. EPA

° Solano County Department of Environmental Management
. Local Police and Fire Departments

Additional agency representatives would be integrated into the incident command organization as
required by the extent of the event and scope of the response. In addition, Valero has standing
agreements with experts in the field of oil spill containment and recovery, such as NRC
Environmental Services. These firms also maintain an inventory of containment boom and other
specialized materials that can be deployed immediately upon discovery of an accidental release.
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Any release of oil in an environmentally sensitive area, whether from a pipeline, marine vessel or
train cargo, would activate the Incident Command organization described above. Together with
the regulatory agencies, Valero would participate in the incident to:

. Ensure the safety of the public and response personnel

o Control the source of the spill

. Maximize protection of environmentally sensitive areas

. Manage coordinated response efforts

. Contain, recover and dispose of material in accordance with an established Waste Plan
° Recover and rehabilitate injured wildlife

° Remove oil from impacted areas

. Minimize economic impacts from business interruptions, and

. Keep stakeholders and the public informed of response activities.

UPRR Hazardous Material Emergency Response

Details of UPRR emergency response are provided in their HMERP (see Appendix H). In
general, should an incident happen involving hazardous materials (such as crude oil), UPRR
would contact the appropriate agencies / first responders to contain the incident and stay on scene
until control/clean up is finished. UPRR personnel from their Roseville, California office would
be responsible for incidents that may happen between Resevitle the California border and the
Refinery. Available UPRR equipment includes firefighting trailers consisting of alcohol resistant-
aqueous form filming foam, midland capping Kits, magnetic patches, a 10,000 gallon portable
water tank, and equipment to remediate tank car valves and fittings. Two boom trailers are stored
in Chico and Dunsmuir, and another in Reno, Nevada (OES, 2015). In addition, UPRR currently
has three (3) emergency response contractors in northern California that cover Benicia. Two of
the contractors are US Coast Guard approved Oil Spill Response Organizations (OSROs). One of
the OSRO certified contractors is located in the Benicia area.

Impact 4.7-8 #: The Project could impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

Along with resources from the City of Benicia, VValero personnel respond to emergencies at the
Refinery; however, while the City of Benicia retains jurisdiction/responsibility for the Refinery.

as-overalresponsibility-foremergencyresponse-and-evacuation plans-withinthe City= The main
feature of the Project that could interfere with evacuation plans is the amount of time during
which project-related rail traffic would block Park Road outside the Refinery’s southern border.
As discussed in Section 14, Public Services, of the IS/MND (see Appendix A) and Section 4.11.5,
Transportation/Traffic, the Project with implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.11-4, would not
pose a potentially significant new delay on this road and thus, is considered to be a less than
significant impact on emergency/evacuation response plans.

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.11-4.
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Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands.

Impact 4.7-9 8: Operation of the Project could expose people or structures to significant
risk, injury, or loss from wildland fires. (kessthan Significant and Unavoidable)

Construction of the Project (loading racks and railroad spurs) would occur within the Refinery
property within the unzoned CAL FIRE local FHSZ and would not pose and risk to starting
wildland fires or being affected by wildland fires. Similarly, operation of the loading racks and
railroad spurs pose no risk to or from potential wildland fires. Furthermore, along with the
Benicia Fire Department, the Valero Fire Department personnel would respond to all emergencies
within the Refinery and would address any such fire risks as needed. No impact would result.

As discussed in Section 4.7.2.2 above, an area just south of the main Refinery and Park Road
containing Valero’s main crude tank farm (see Figure 3-2) located on a small hill, is surrounded
by a CAL FIRE Local Responsibility Area of FHSZ of moderate to high severity (CAL FIRE,
2008). These moderate and high FHSZ areas extend to the east from this small hill and cover a
portion of the tikely railroad spur proposed for used-by UPRR’s use to deliver and remove tank
cars from the Refinery. Given that the existing crude tank farm is between 1,000 to 1,300 feet
separated by local roads and other railroad tracks from this railroad spur and that the existing
conditions already includes routine movements of rail cars and locomotives, the addition of the
Project’s railroad operations is expected to be a less than significant impact to potential wildland
fires in the vicinity of this Local Responsibility Area.

Transportation of crude by Project-related trains on UPRR’s main line routes in California would
traverse fire hazard severity zones as shown on statewide CAL FIRE maps for State
Responsibility Areas and Local Responsibility Areas (CAL FIRE, 2007a and b, respectively).
Rough mountainous or other wildland terrain could have a very high danger of wildfire due its
virtual inaccessibility, dense vegetation and/or tree cover, drought conditions, or myriad other
factors regardless of whether it has been identified on a map as a high fire danger area. Project-
related trains would travel through such areas within and beyond the California border. If a
Project-related train derails in such an area, a fire or explosion could result in a wildland fire.
Depending on the location of a potential accident and subsequent fire, emergency response
personnel may be not available to contain the fire before people and/or structures are exposed to
injury, loss of life, or damage to property. Because no reasonable, feasible mitigation measures
are available that would, if implemented, reduce the significance below the established threshold,
this secondary hazards and hazardous materials related impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

Mitigation: None reguired available.
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2.12.7 Summary of Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery and
between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.7 (p. 4.7-1 et seq.);
potential cumulative effects of these components are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.7 (p. 5-17).
Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport of crude by rail from the Refinery
to the State border and beyond are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.12; potential cumulative
effects of travel along these routes are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.17.4.

Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative hazards and hazardous materials-related impacts of
crude oil transport via a southern California rail route are expected to be substantially similar to
the type and severity of impacts that could result between the Refinery and the State border via
any of the northern routes. The transportation of crude by rail would have a significant and
unavoidable impact if train cars derailed and an associated rupture, leak, spill, explosion, or fire
resulted in substantial adverse effects to people or structures (including the risk of loss, injury, or
death). Secondary effects of an upset or accident condition to biological resources (including
sensitive habitats, wetlands, or vegetation and wildlife species), cultural resources (including
historical), geology and soils (including as a result of seismically-induced ground-shaking), and
hydrology and water quality (including degradation of surface and groundwater guality) also
would be significant and unavoidable. These impact determinations are consistent with the
analysis documented by San Luis Obispo County in the Phillips 66 Revised EIR (San Luis
Obispo County, 2014) (see, e.q., Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pp. 4.7-45

through 4.7-63).

Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
no impact related to criterion d), regarding inclusion on a list of hazardous materials sites or
criteria e) or f), regarding inclusion within an airport land use plan or in the vicinity of a private
airstrip, respectively; less-than-significant impacts related to criterion c), regarding emissions of
hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of schools and criterion g), regarding impairment of
emergency response plans; and significant and unavoidable impacts related to significance
criterion b), regarding reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials and criterion h), regarding the exposure of people or structures to wildland
fires.

2.13 DEIR Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality

DEIR Section 4.8 (p. 4.8-1 et seq.), Hydrology and Water Quality, identifies and evaluates issues
related to potential changes in hydrology, water quality, groundwater, and flooding conditions
that could result from implementation of the Project. It describes the physical and regulatory
setting in Section 4.8.2 (p. 4.8-1 et seq.), and the criteria used to evaluate the significance of
potential impacts in Section 4.8.3 (p. 4.8-13 et seq.). The evaluation of potential impacts is
presented in Section 4.8.4 (p. 4.8-14) and Section 4.8.5 (p. 4.8-15 et seq.).

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.8 is being supplemented to include a
new Section 4.8.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measures, that identifies and evaluates issues
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related to Hydrology and Water Quality uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and
beyond, and a new Section 4.8.7, Summary of Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts, that
considers the impacts of the whole of the Project, whether initially analyzed in the DEIR, this
Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.

2.13.1 DEIR Section 4.8.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Trains transporting crude oil could arrive at the Refinery via the Roseville Yard and any of the
routes described in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis. The UPRR mainline routes
shown in Figure 1-3 and Figure 1-2 would traverse numerous creeks, rivers, wetlands, agueducts,
canals, and sloughs. In addition, the routes are in proximity to numerous lakes and marine waters.
Beneficial uses (described in DEIR Section 4.8.2.3) of these water bodies are variable, and it is
likely that almost all designated beneficial uses are represented across the wide variety of water
bodies intersecting the mainline rail routes. Under normal operating conditions, Project-related
crude oil would be transported from North American points of origin to the Refinery in enclosed
trains over existing tracks, and so would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality; would not affect
groundwater supplies or groundwater recharge; would not substantially alter existing drainage
patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation, increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding, or create or contribute runoff
water that would exceed the capacity of stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; and would not place housing or other structures within a
100-year flood hazard area. Under normal operating conditions, Project-related rail transport also
would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding, inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. For these reasons, the
routine rail transport of the Project-related crude would contribute no impact regarding any of the
criteria described in DEIR Section 4.8.3, Significance Criteria. Potential secondary impacts to
Hydrology and Water Quality as a result of upset or accident conditions, including train
derailments and unloading accidents that lead to hazardous materials spills, fires, explosions, and
ensuing emergency response activities, are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.12.1 (regarding
DEIR Section 4.7’s evaluation of Hazards and Hazardous Materials).

2.13.2 Summary of Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery and
between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.8 (p. 4.8-1 et seq.);
potential cumulative effects of these components are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.8 (pp. 5-17
through 5-18). Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport of crude by rail
uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond are analyzed in Revised DEIR
Section 2.13; potential cumulative effects of travel along these routes are analyzed in Revised
DEIR Section 2.17.4.

Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil transport via a southern California
rail route are expected to be substantially similar to the type and severity of impacts that could
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result between the Refinery and the State border via any of the northern routes: no impact to
hydrology and water quality is expected to result from the transport of crude by rail under normal
operating conditions. This determination is consistent with the analysis documented by San Luis
Obispo County in the Phillips 66 Revised EIR (San Luis Obispo County, 2014). Potential
secondary effects to hydrology and water quality resulting from an upset or accident condition are
addressed in Revised DEIR Section 2.12, regarding Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
no impact related to criterion ), regarding inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow; and less-
than-significant impacts or impacts reduced to less-than-significant with implementation of
mitigation measures, related to all other significance criteria.

2.14 DEIR Section 4.9, Land Use and Planning

DEIR Section 4.9 (p. 4.9-1 et seq.), Land Use and Planning, identifies and evaluates issues
related to Land Use and Planning. It describes the physical and regulatory setting in

Section 4.9.2 (p. 49-1 et seq.), identifies the criteria used to evaluate the significance of potential
impacts in Section 4.9.3 (p. 4.9-9), and evaluates the significance of potential impacts in

Section 4.9.4 (p. 4.9-9 et seq.) and Section 4.9.5 (p. 4.9-10 et seq.). No changes are being made to
DEIR Section 4.9 except as noted below.

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.9 is being supplemented to include a new
Section 4.9.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measures, that identifies and evaluates issues related
to Land Use and Planning uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond, and a
new Section 4.9.7, Summary of Land Use and Planning Impacts, that considers the impacts of the
whole of the Project, whether initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.

2.14.1 DEIR Section 4.9.6 Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Trains carrying Project-related crude could travel through any of the established communities and
any area subject to a habitat conservation plan (HCP) or natural community conservation plan
(NCCP) that has been approved along the existing railroad tracks between the Roseville Yard and
the State border (as shown in Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes) or beyond (as shown in Figure 1-1,
North American Freight Railroads). The Project would not require or result in the construction of
new tracks anywhere outside the Refinery boundary and would result in no change of use.
Accordingly, the Project would cause no change to the existing uprail track network or the use of
that network and would not cause or affect any physical division of an established community or
conflict with any HCP or NCCP. No impact would result relative to significance criteria a) or ¢)
as set forth in DEIR Section 4.9.3.

No city, county, or state outside the City of Benicia has land use jurisdiction over the Project.
Accordingly, none of the land use plans or policies of such entities would apply to the Project. As
indicated in DEIR Section 1.10 (p. 1-7), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District has
jurisdiction to issue or deny an Authority to Construct for the unloading rack proposed within the
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Refinery boundary and to requlate Refinery-related air emissions as part of the Clean Air Act
Title V program. No local or regional air guality agencies have jurisdiction to requlate locomotive
emissions. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project. No impact would result relative to
significance criterion b) as set forth in DEIR Section 4.9.3.

2.14.2 Summary of Land Use and Planning Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery and
between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.9 (p. 4.9-1 et seq.);
potential cumulative effects of these components are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.9 (p. 5-19).
Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport of crude by rail uprail from the
Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond are analyzed in Revised DEIR Section 2.14;
potential cumulative effects of travel along these routes are analyzed in Revised DEIR

Section 2.17.4.

Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil transport via a southern California
rail route are expected to be substantially similar to the type and severity of impacts that could
result between the Refinery and the State border via any of the northern routes: no impact would
result related to the physical division of an established community or conflict with a land use
plan, policy, or requlation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect or with a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. These
determinations are consistent with the analysis documented by San Luis Obispo County in the
Phillips 66 Revised EIR (San Luis Obispo County, 2014) (see Section 4.8, Land Use and
Recreation, pp. 4.8-15, 4.8-21).

Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
a less-than-significant impact related to criteria a) and b), and no impact related to criterion c) as
set forth in DEIR Section 4.9.3 (p. 4.9-9).

2.15 DEIR Section 4.10, Noise

DEIR Section 4.10 (p. 4.10-1 et seq.), Noise, identifies and evaluates issues related to acoustics.
It describes the physical and regulatory setting in Section 4.10.2 (p. 410-1 et seq.), identifies the
criteria used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts in Section 4.10.3 (p. 4.10-10), and
evaluates the significance of potential impacts in Section 4.10.4 (p. 4.10-12 et seq.) and

Section 4.10.5 (p. 4.10-13 et seq.). No changes are being made to DEIR Section 4.10 except as
noted below.

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.10 is being supplemented to include a
new Section 4.10.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measure, that identifies and evaluates Noise
issues uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond, and a new Section 4.10.7,
Summary of Noise Impacts, that considers the impacts of the whole of the Project, whether
initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.
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2.15.1 DEIR Section 4.10.6 Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

UPRR would transport Project-related crude oil tank cars daily in unit trains (with four locomotives
per train) via existing tracks along any of the routes described in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of
Analysis. Alternatively, two trains per day of up to 50 tank cars each (with two locomotives per
train) would transport the crude to Roseville, and then to the Refinery. No new or replacement track
(the construction of which could generate noise separate from the sound emitted by moving rail cars
and locomotives) would be required to transport Project-related crude from the point(s) of
origination to the Roseville Yard. Valero would own or lease the tank cars that would be used to
transport crude oil. UPRR owns and operates the locomotive engines that would be used.

According to the 2013 California State Rail Plan (Caltrans, 2013a), between 11-25 passenger and
freight trains per day use the route between Roseville and the Oregon border (Caltrans 2013,a). In
addition to the daily round trip by Amtrak’s California Zephyr, up to 32 freight trains per day
travel on the route between Roseville through Truckee to Reno, Nevada. The potential route
through the Feather River Canyon has a daily volume of 11 to 25 freight trains. It is unknown if
50-car unit trains or 100-car trains would be used to transport crude oil by UPRR to Roseville, or
what route or combination of routes would be used. Under the most conservative scenario, two
50-car trains per day would travel along only one of the three possible routes to Roseville, which
could result in four additional daily train trips along portions of this route. These additional rail
trips would represent an increase of between 12 percent and 36 percent of existing rail operations,
depending on the route taken.

The U.S. EPA describes noise pollution as “unwanted or disturbing sound” (U.S. EPA, 2012a).
Noise pollution can contribute to significant public health impacts, including hearing loss, high
blood pressure, stress related illnesses, speech interference, sleep disruption, and lost
productivity, among others (U.S. EPA, 2012a; Caltrans, 2013b). Noise pollution associated with
railroad activities can occur at a single source (such as rail yard) or from the exhaust, braking,
acceleration or movement of trains along the tracks and the use of train whistles and horns. For
example, the interaction of steel wheels and rails generates rolling noise due to continuous rolling
contact, impact noise when a wheel encounters a discontinuity in the running surface, and sgqueal
generated by friction on tight curves (FTA, 2006). At low speeds, locomotive exhaust noise
dominates; at higher speeds, wheel-rail noise becomes the dominant noise source (FTA, 2006).
Noise associated with Project-related rail transport could be experienced by noise sensitive
receptors in proximity to the tracks, potentially including but not limited to: residential uses,
hospitals, rest homes, long term care facilities, mental care facilities, schools, libraries, places of
worship, and passive recreation areas. Vibration associated with Project-related rail transport also
could affect individuals and structures in proximity to the tracks. Noise and vibration from
Project-related rail transport also could affect wildlife.
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a) Would the Project expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other

agencies?

Impact 4.10-1a: Operation of the Project could result in exposure of persons to noise levels
in uprail communities, but such levels would not exceed applicable standards. (No Impact)

Federal law preempts local governments from requlating railroad noise. Therefore, local general
plans or noise ordinances are not applicable. For example, the Federal Railroad Administration's
Train Horn Rule (49 CFR Parts 222, 229.129; 71 Fed Reg. 47614) requires locomotive horns be
sounded, in furtherance of public safety, for 15-20 seconds before entering all public grade
crossings. The maximum volume level for the train horn is 110 decibels; the minimum sound
level is 96 decibels (Federal Railroad Administration, 2015b). This range has been described as
from “about the same sound level as an electric drill in your hand” to “the threshold of
discomfort” (Helling, 2011). Federal regulations also prescribe other railroad-generated noise and
related questions of compliance in 49 CFR Parts 201 and 210. See, for example, 49 CFR §210.7
(any railroad that uses railroad equipment that is noise defective or engages in a car coupling
operation that results in excessive noise is responsible for correcting the defect, removing the
defective equipment from service, or modifying the equipment to bring it into compliance) and
49 CFR 8210.9 (a noise defective train “may be moved no farther than the nearest forward
facility where the noise defective conditions can be eliminated’). Because Project-related trains
would be subject to compliance with existing federal regulations governing noise emissions, the
Project would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards.
Therefore, no impact would result relative to significance criterion a) as set forth in DEIR
Section 4.10.3.

b) Would the Project expose persons to or generate excessive ground borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels?

Impact 4.10-2a: The transportation of Project-related crude uprail from the Roseville Yard
would result in the generation of ground borne vibration or ground borne noise, but this
vibration or noise would not be excessive. (No Impact)

Transportation by rail of unit trains carrying Project-related crude from the point(s) of origin to
the Roseville Yard would increase by one the daily number of trains into Roseville from the State
border and points beyond. Because trains are a common source of ground borne vibration and
related noise (see, e.q., FTA, 2006),24 this Project-related increase of one 100-car train per day in
North America would increase ground borne vibration and related noise along the routes into the
Roseville Yard that are selected by UPRR.

24 As explained by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in its Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment,
Manual (FTA 2006), “The train wheels rolling on the rails create vibration energy that is transmitted through the
track support system into the transit structure. The amount of energy that is transmitted into the transit structure is
strongly dependent on factors such as how smooth the wheels and rails are and the resonance frequencies of the
vehicle suspension system and the track support system. These systems, like all mechanical systems, have
resonances which result in increased vibration response at certain frequencies, called natural frequencies. [{] The
vibration of the transit structure excites the adjacent ground, creating vibration waves that propagate through the
various soil and rock strata to the foundations of nearby buildings. The vibration propagates from the foundation
throughout the remainder of the building structure. The maximum vibration amplitudes of the floors and walls of a
building often will be at the resonance frequencies of various components of the building.”
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Ground-borne vibration can cause buildings to shake (including perceptible movement of floors,
rattling of windows, and shaking of items on shelves or hanging on walls) and rumbling sounds to
be heard. In extreme cases, the vibration can cause damage to buildings. Ground-borne vibration
rarely annoys people who are outdoors, and the rumble noise that can accompany building
vibration is perceptible only inside buildings (FTA, 2006). Visual effects (e.q., movement of
hanging objects) and the time of day when vibration and related noise occurs (e.g., late at night)
can affect individuals’ perception of these phenomena. The criteria for acceptable ground-borne
vibration are expressed in terms of vibration velocity levels in decibels (VdB) and the criteria for
acceptable ground-borne noise are expressed in terms of A-weighted sound levels (dBA).
Background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 VVdB or lower, which is well
below the threshold of human perception of approximately 65 VdB (FTA, 2006). When diesel
locomotives are used, the upper range for vibration is 85 VdB at 50 feet. At this level within a
residence, most people would be strongly annoyed by the vibration (FTA, 2006).2° Figure 4.10-3,
Typical Levels of Ground-borne Vibration, illustrates common vibration sources and the human
and structural response to ground-borne vibration.

The FTA establishes vibration limits for three categories of land uses (FTA, 2006). Vibration
Category 1 (High Sensitivity) includes buildings where vibration would interfere with operations
within the building such as hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, university research
operations, and facilities where vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing occurs (e.g.,
computer chip manufacturing facilities). Vibration Category 2 (Residential) includes all
residential land uses and any buildings where people sleep, such as hospitals and hotels. Vibration
Category 3 (Institutional) includes churches, schools, other institutions, and guiet offices with
primarily daytime use that do not have vibration-sensitive equipment, but still have the potential
for activity interference. FTA-recommended ground-borne vibration and ground-borne noise
impact criteria intended for the general assessment of potential impacts are provided in

Table 4.10-5, Ground-Borne Vibration (GBV) and Ground-Borne Noise (GBN) Impact Criteria
for General Assessment. For a typical line-haul freight train (such as the ones that would be used
to transport Project-related crude) where the rail car vibration would last for several minutes,
FTA recommends that the frequent-event limits should be applied (FTA, 2006).

Vibration exists within existing rail corridors between the Roseville Yard and the State border
and beyond as part of the baseline condition. Under this scenario, the FTA recommends that the
criteria provided in Table 4.10-5 be relied upon to evaluate the significance of vibration for
infrequently-used rail corridors (i.e., those that experience fewer than 5 trains per day). For
moderately-used rail corridors (i.e., 5 to 12 trains per day), Project-related trains would cause no
impact if the existing (pre-Project) vibration exceeds the criteria in Table 4.10-5; alternatively,
the FTA recommends that the criteria provided in Table 4.10-5 be relied upon to evaluate the
significance of vibration. For heavily-used rail corridors (i.e., more than 12 trains per day) where
existing train vibration exceeds the impact criteria, Project-related trains would cause no impact
unless they approximately double the number of existing events or would increase existing
vibration by 3 VdB or more. (FTA, 2006)

25 The City acknowledges, as does the FTA, that “[m]ost railroad tracks used for freight lines were in existence for
many years before the affected residential areas were developed” (FTA, 2006).
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TABLE 4.10-5
GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION (GBV) AND GROUND-BORNE NOISE (GBN)

IMPACT CRITERIA FOR GENERAL ASSESSMENT

GBV Impact Levels (VdB re 1 micro-inch /sec) GBN Impact Levels (dB re 20 micro Pascals)
Land Use Frequent Occasional Infrequent Frequent Occasional Infrequent
Category Events® Events?® Events® Events? Events?® Events®
Category 1 65 VdB[4] 65 VdB[4] 65 VdB[4 NA[4 NA[4 NA[4
Category 2 72 VvVdB 75 VdB 80 vdB 35 dBA 38 dBA 43 dBA
Category 3 75 VvdB 78 VdB 83 vdB 40 dBA 43 dBA 48 dBA
NOTES:

1 “Frequent Events" is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day.

2_“Occasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day.

3 _Infrequent Events" is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day.

4 This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical microscopes.
5 Vibration-sensitive equipment is generally not sensitive to ground-borne noise.

SOURCE: FTA, 2006 (Table 8-1)

Conservatively assuming that UPRR would use diesel locomotives to transport Project trains
using the company’s existing crude network (see Figure 1-2), the upper range of vibration for
transport would be 85 VdB at 50 feet. This is above the “frequent events” limits for all use
categories. Based on freight train trips reported in the 2013 California State Rail Plan (Caltrans
2013,a), this analysis assumes that UPRR’s routes into Roseville would be “moderately-used” or

“heavily-used.”

For moderately-used rail corridors (i.e., 5 to 12 trains per day), Project-related trains would cause
no impact if the existing (pre-Project) vibration exceeds the criteria in Table 4.10-5. Because
freight trains using diesel locomotives already pass along UPRR’s crude network routes, peak
vibration levels would not be increased by trains carrying Project-related crude. Therefore, the
Project would cause no vibration impact if the route is considered a moderately-used rail corridor.

For heavily-used rail corridors (i.e., more than 12 trains per day) where existing train vibration
exceeds the impact criteria, Project-related trains would cause no impact unless they approximately
double the number of existing events or would increase existing vibration by 3 VdB or more.
Existing train vibration along heavily-used rail corridors on UPRR’s crude network is caused by
freight trains using diesel locomotives. Because diesel locomotives are assumed to cause
vibration that exceeds the impact criteria and because there is no evidence that Project-related
locomotives would increase existing vibration by 3 VdB or more relative to any other diesel
locomotives in UPRR’s fleet, the question becomes one of the number of freight trains that would
travel along the route with and without the Project (and thereby would cause a vibration “event”).
The Association of American Railroads reports that 1,403,044 carloads traveled on U.S. freight
rail lines in April 2015 and that total traffic for the first four months of 2015 was 4,770,126 carloads
(Association of American Railroads, 2015b). In this context, a “carload” is quantity of freight
required to fill a railcar (Intermodal Association of North America, 2015). Within California,
UPRR reports that it delivered 1,695,157 carloads to California in 2014, for an average of
141,263 carloads terminated in the State per month (UPRR, 2015f). The Project’s addition of
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100 carloads per day for a total of approximately 3,000 additional cars per month would not
double the number of existing vibration events.

For these reasons, Project-related transport of crude by rail would not expose people to or
generate excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels. No impact would result
relative to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criterion b) for Noise.

¢) Would the Project cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?

Impact 4.10-3a: The transportation of Project-related crude uprail from the Roseville Yard
would result in an increase of the frequency of noise events in the vicinity of the train tracks
above the frequency of such events existing without the project, but addition of one train
per day would cause neither a substantial nor a permanent increase in ambient noise levels.
(Less than Significant)

Based on information presented in the 2013 California State Rail Plan (Caltrans, 2013a), Project-
related freight rail trips would result in a 12 percent to 36 percent increase in train trips along the
routes shown in Figure 1-3, Uprail Routes, depending on the route taken. This would contribute
less than a doubling of sound energy. A doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3 dBA
increase in long-term noise levels, which Caltrans recognizes as a barely perceptible increase in
noise (Caltrans, 2013b). This would be a less than significant increase in ambient noise levels.

d) Would the Project cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?

Impact 4.10-4a: Operation of the Project would not result in a substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise levels. (Less than Significant)

Recognizing that different approaches may be taken to analyze noise impacts, this analysis relies
on the criteria recommended by FTA for the evaluation of noise impacts from rail projects
(including fixed facilities such as storage and maintenance yards) because these criteria “were
developed specifically for transit noise sources operating on fixed guideways or at fixed facilities
in urban areas” (FTA, 2006).

The noise impact criteria for rail projects shown in the top graph in Figure 4.10-4, Noise Impact
Criteria for Rail Projects and Allowable Increases in Cumulative Noise Levels, vary among three
land use categories. Land Use Category 1 is measured using Outdoor Leg(h) for the noisiest hour
of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity. Category 1 applies to lands where
guiet is an essential element of the land’s intended use, such as for a recording studio, concert hall
or pavilion, and outdoor amphitheaters. Land Use Category 2 is measured using Outdoor Ldn.
Category 2 applies to residences and other buildings where people normally sleep (such as
homes, hospitals, and hotels) where a nighttime sensitivity to noise is assumed to be very
important. Land Use Category 3 is measured using Outdoor Leq(h) for the noisiest hour of
transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity. Category 3 applies to institutional land
uses with primarily daytime and evening use (such as schools, libraries, theaters, and structures
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used for religious worship) where it is important to avoid interference with such activities as
speech, meditation, and concentration on reading material. (FTA, 2006).

Table 4.10-6, Noise Levels Defining Impact for Rail Projects, identifies the noise levels at which the
Project’s rail travel would result in no impact, moderate impact, and severe direct or indirect effects
to Land Use Category 1, 2, and 3 sites. Regarding cumulative effects, the lower graph in

Figure 4.10-4shows noise impact criteria for Category 1 and 2 land uses in terms of the allowable
increase in the cumulative noise exposure. Given that Category 3 land uses are less sensitive to
noise than those classified as Category 1 or 2, the criteria allow the project noise for Category 3
sites to be 5 decibels greater than for Category 1 and 2 sites (FTA, 2006). The incremental
additional noise that would be generated by Project-related trains along existing mainline rail routes
would be substantially similar to existing temporary/periodic train noise experienced as part of
baseline ambient conditions. Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact.

e), ) Would the project expose people residing or working within an airport land use plan area
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use
airport to excessive noise levels? Would the project expose people residing or working in
the vicinity of a private airstrip to excessive noise levels?

There are public and/or private airports in each of the uprail counties identified in Revised DEIR
Section 2.5.1 as between the Roseville Yard and the State border. Public airports, public use
airports, and private airstrips also could be located along out-of-state segments of the route
selected by UPRR to transport Project related crude by rail to and across the California state
border. Regardless, Project-related rail travel would not result in the location of any new residents
within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport, public use airport, or a
private airstrip who could be exposed to aviation noise associated with proximity to one or more
of these types of aviation uses. Therefore, Project-related transport of crude via the existing
freight rail network would result in no impact relating to the exposure of residents to excessive
noise levels within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public airport, public use
airport, or a private airstrip.

Impact 4.10-5: Project-related transport of crude via the existing freight rail network would
not expose people working within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public
airport, public use airport, or a private airstrip to excessive noise levels. (Less than

Significant)

Project-related rail travel could result in occupational exposure of railroad conductors and
engineers to aviation noise as their trains pass within airport land use plan areas or within 2 miles
of a public airport, public use airport, or a private airstrip. However, freight train crews are
limited?6; crew members would be exposed to loud, more proximate sounds caused by the trains;
and crew members’ hearing would be protected from occupational exposures by OSHA (29 CFR
81910.95.) and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). For example, Title 49 of the Code of

26 Freight train crews used to consist of five people (a conductor, two trainmen or brakemen, an engineer, and a
fireman), and now operate with just two (a conductor and an engineer) (Dokoupil 2015; Sperandeo and Keefe

2006).
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TABLE 4.10-6

NOISE LEVELS DEFINING IMPACT FOR TRANSIT PROJECTS

Existing Noise

Project Noise Impact Exposure, * Leq (h) or Ldn (dBA)

Category 1 or 2 Sites

Category 3 Sites

Exposure*
Leg (h) or Ldn Moderate Moderate
(dBA) No Impact Impact Severe Impact No Impact Impact Severe Impact
<43 <Ambientr10 | AMBECLE |5 Ambients10 | <Ambientr1s | ATPENE |5 Ambient+20
43 <52 52-58 >58 <57 57-63 >63
44 <52 52-58 >58 <57 57-63 >63
45 <52 52-58 >58 <57 57-63 >63
46 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 >64
a7 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 >64
48 <53 53-59 >59 <58 58-64 >64
49 <54 54-59 >59 <59 59-64 >64
50 <54 54-59 >59 <59 59-64 >64
51 <54 54-60 >60 <59 59-65 >65
52 <55 55-60 >60 <60 60-65 >65
53 <55 55-60 >60 <60 60-65 >65
54 <55 55-61 >61 <60 60-66 >66
55 <56 56-61 >61 <61 61-66 >66
56 <56 56-62 >62 <61 61-67 >67
57 <57 57-62 >62 <62 62-67 >67
58 <57 57-62 >62 <62 62-67 >67
59 <58 58-63 >63 <63 63-68 >68
60 <58 58-63 >63 <63 63-68 >68
61 <59 59-64 >64 <64 64-69 >69
62 <59 59-64 >64 <64 64-69 >69
63 <60 60-65 >65 <65 65-70 >70
64 <61 61-65 >65 <66 66-70 >70
65 <61 61-66 >66 <66 66-71 >71
66 <62 62-67 >67 <67 67-72 >72
67 <63 63-67 >67 <68 68-72 >72
68 <63 63-68 >68 <68 68-73 >73
69 <64 64-69 >69 <69 69-74 >74
70 <65 65-69 >69 <70 70-74 >74
1 <66 66-70 >70 <71 71-75 275
2 <66 66-71 >71 <71 71-76 >76
3 <66 66-71 >71 <71 71-76 >76
74 <66 66-72 >72 <1 71-77 277
75 <66 66-73 >73 <71 71-78 >78
76 <66 66-74 >74 <71 71-79 >79
” <66 66-74 274 <71 71-79 >79
277 <66 66-75 275 <71 71-80 >80

* Ldn is used for land use where nighttime sensitivity is a factor; Leq during the hour of maximum transit noise exposure is used for land

use involving only daytime activities.
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Federal Regulations Part 227 regulates occupational noise exposure for railroad operating
employees whose predominant noise exposure occurs in the locomotive cab (49CFR 8227.1). It
requires railroads to conduct noise monitoring and implement a hearing conservation program for
employees whose exposure to cab noise equals or exceeds an 8-hour time-weighted-average
sound level of 85 dBA (49 CFR 8§227.103). Noise caused by a combination of internal and
external sources (potentially including the sounds of aviators’ take-offs and landings) would be
captured by the monitoring required as part of these occupational protections for railroad workers.
For these reasons, Project-related transport of crude via the existing freight rail network would
not expose people working within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of a public
airport, public use airport, or a private airstrip to excessive noise levels. A less than significant
impact would result.

2.15.2 Summary of Noise Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery and
between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.10 (p. 4.10-1 et
seq.); potential cumulative effects of these components are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.10
(p. 5-19). Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport of crude by rail uprail
from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond are analyzed in Revised DEIR

Section 2.15; potential cumulative effects of travel along these routes are analyzed in Revised
DEIR Section 2.17.4.

Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil transport via a southern California
rail route are expected to be substantially similar to the type and severity of impacts that could
result between the Refinery and the State border via any of the northern routes: transportation of
Project-related crude by rail could generate noise and/or expose people to or produce vibration
levels that would exceed local agencies’ thresholds of significance; however, the addition of
Project-related trains is not expected to result in a significant change to existing conditions in
these respects. These determinations are consistent with the analysis documented by San Luis
Obispo County in the Phillips 66 Revised EIR (San Luis Obispo County, 2014) (see Section 4.9,
Noise and Vibration, pp. 4.9-28 through 4.9-30).

Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
less-than-significant impacts related to all significance criteria.

2.16 DEIR Section 4.11, Transportation and Traffic

DEIR Section 4.11 (p. 4.11-1 et seq.), Transportation and Traffic, identifies and evaluates issues
related to the circulation system, including all applicable modes of transportation, emergency
access, and related issues. It describes the physical and regulatory setting in Section 4.11.2

(p. 4.11-1 et seq.), identifies the criteria used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts in
Section 4.11.3 (p. 4.11-4), and evaluates the significance of potential impacts in Section 4.11.4
(p. 4.11-5) and Section 4.11.5 (p. 4.11-6 et seq.). No changes are being made to DEIR

Section 4.11 except as noted below.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project 2-137 August 2015
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report



2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

In response to comments received on the DEIR, Section 4.11 is being supplemented to include a new
Section 4.11.6, Uprail Impacts and Mitigation Measure, that identifies and evaluates Transportation
and Traffic issues uprail from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond, and a new

Section 4.11.7, Summary of Transportation and Traffic Impacts, that considers the impacts of the
whole of the Project, whether initially analyzed in the DEIR, this Revised DEIR, or elsewhere.

2.16.1 DEIR Section 4.11.6 Uprail Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

Transportation of Project-related crude oil via the existing North American rail network would not
conflict with any roadway or highway congestion management program (indeed no such plan
applies to rail transport); result in a change in air traffic patterns (which already accommodate rail
traffic along all of the routes that could be used to transport Project-related crude); substantially
increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses (because no design or use changes
would occur); result in inadequate emergency access (the configuration of which already
accommodates rail travel routes); or conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities (none of which apply to rail travel). Accordingly, the
transportation of crude by rail would have no effect relating to significance criteria b) through f) as
identified in DEIR Section 4.11.3. The analysis below analyzes whether Project-related use of the
existing rail network could conflict with adopted measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system including mass transit, non-motorized travel, and relevant components of the
circulation system.

Impact 4.11-6: The Project would not cause a substantial increase in average vehicle delay
at train crossings uprail from Roseville. (Less than Significant)

As described under Impact 4.11-1, there would be less than significant indirect Project impacts at

the at-grade crossings along the mainline between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard. Similarly,
there would be impacts at the at-grade crossings on the three routes from the Roseville Yard to the
State line, as described in Section 4.0.4, Geographic Scope of Analysis.

Project trains arriving at Roseville along these three routes would likely consist of either a single
100-tank car unit train or two 50-tank car unit trains on a daily basis. A 100-tank car train would
include four locomotives (and two buffer cars) and would be approximately 6,500 feet long; a
50-car train would include two locomotives and two buffer cars and would be about 3,300 feet long.

The duration it would take a train to pass through an at-grade crossing, and thus create a
corresponding vehicular delay, would be a function of the train length and speed. The crossing
times shown in Table 4.11-3 include a 30-second buffer for opening/closing of crossing gates and
assume an average roadway width of 100 feet.

Because it would take Valero approximately 12 hours to unload each train and prepare the empty
train for the return trip, any single train is likely to only pass through any given at-grade crossing
once per day (at most) during the AM or PM peak hours. Therefore, assuming four peak period
hours per day (two AM and two PM), any one train would have about an 8 percent chance of
traveling through an at-grade intersection during the AM or PM peak period. Average vehicle delay
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would not substantially increase at any given intersection over the peak two-hour period. The
impact would be less than significant.

TABLE 4.11-3
INTERSECTION DELAY TIME AS A FUNCTION OF TRAIN SPEED
At-grade Crossing Time (minutes)
Train Speed

(miles per hour) 50-Unit Car Train 100-Unit Car Train
10 4.4 8.0
20 24 4.2
30 18 3.0
40 15 2.4
50 13 2.0

Impact 4.11-7: The Project would not decrease the performance of passenger trains. (Less
than Significant)

Project trains would use various UPRR tracks that are shared with three intercity passenger rail
lines that operate wholly or partially within California: the Capitol Corridor, California Zephyr,
and Coast Starlight.

The Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority contracts with Amtrak to operate the Capitol
Corridor rail service, which extends 169 rail miles from Auburn to San Jose. Project trains would
share some of the same track as the Capitol Corridor between Benicia and Auburn, a distance of
approximately 87 miles. The Capitol Corridor currently has 15 weekday round trips between
Sacramento and Oakland or San Jose (11 on weekends), including one daily round trip that
extends through Sacramento to Auburn (CCJPA, 2015a). Including freight trains, there is an
average of 42 trains traveling daily between Benicia and Roseville (Valero, 2013g).

The endpoint on-time performance (OTP) of the Capitol Corridor in February 2015 and June
2015 was 95 percent and 94 percent, respectively, which is well above the target goal of

80 percent established by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). The OTP was 94 percent in
the 12 months preceding February 2015 (Amtrak, 2015a; Amtrak, 2015b). The endpoint OTP
measures how a train actually performs compared to the published schedule at the last station on
the run. It uses the actual departure time at the origin point of the train and the actual arrival time
at the last stop, within a tolerance of 10-30 minutes, depending on the route length. The OTP on
the Capitol Corridor has been over 90 percent since 2008-2009 (Caltrans, 2013a) and it had the
best OTP in the entire Amtrak system for the fifth year in a row as of 2014 (CCJPA, 2015b).

The California Zephyr is an Amtrak train that operates one round-trip per day between

San Francisco (Emeryville) and Chicago. Project trains would share tracks with the California
Zephyr between Benicia and the Nevada state line near Truckee, a distance of approximately

188 miles. Up to 32 freight trains per day travel on the portion of this route between Roseville and
Reno, Nevada (Caltrans, 2013a). The OTP of the California Zephyr in February 2015 was
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73 percent, which has an FRA goal of 80 percent. The OTP was 73 percent in the 12 months
preceding February 2015 (Amtrak, 2015c¢). The California Zephyr had an average OTP of
52 percent from 2011 to mid-2014 (FRA, 2014).

The Coast Starlight is an Amtrak train that operates one round-trip per day between Los Angeles
and Seattle. Project trains would share tracks with the Coast Starlight between Benicia and
Sacramento at which point the Coast Starlight proceeds north instead of continuing onward to
Roseville. Project trains also would share tracks with the Coast Starlight from Yuba City to the
Oregon border. The total distance of shared tracks would be approximately 322 miles. According
to the State Rail Plan, between 11-25 passenger and freight trains per day use the route between
Yuba City and the Oregon state line. The OTP of the Coast Starlight in February 2015 was

87 percent, which also has an FRA goal of 80 percent. The OTP was 91 percent in the 12 months
preceding February 2015 (Amtrak, 2015d). The Coast Starlight had an average OTP of 79 percent
from 2011 to mid-2014 (FRA, 2014).

As noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, UPRR currently avoids dispatching freight trains
during the commute hours to avoid delaying Capitol Corridor trains. In addition, the majority of
this route consists of a double track that facilitates the movement of trains in both directions
(Caltrans, 2013a). Based upon UPRR’s past performance in dispatching 30 daily Capitol Corridor
trains to meet precise schedules (see Revised DEIR Section 2.4.2), the addition of two round-trip
Project trains along this corridor would not likely result in a significant effect on passenger trains
operating between Benicia and Roseville.

The Coast Starlight and California Zephyr routes that would be shared by Project trains within
California can experience delays anywhere along their respective routes, with the majority of the
California Zephyr route located outside California. The California Zephyr route between
Roseville and the Nevada state line also consists of mostly double track, which increases
operational reliability. Given the very low freguency of these trains (one round-trip/day on each
route), Project trains would not result in a significant effect on the OTP of the Coast Starlight and
California Zephyr.

2.16.2 Summary of Transportation and Traffic Impacts

Potential direct and indirect effects of Project components in the vicinity of the Refinery and
between the Refinery and the Roseville Yard are analyzed in DEIR Section 4.11 (p. 4.11-1 et
seq.); potential cumulative effects of these components are analyzed in DEIR Section 5.4.3.11
(p. 5-20). Potential direct and indirect effects of Project-related transport of crude by rail uprail
from the Roseville Yard to the State border and beyond are analyzed in Revised DEIR

Section 2.16; potential cumulative effects of travel along these routes are analyzed in Revised
DEIR Section 2.17.4.

Potential transportation and traffic-related direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of crude oil
transport via a southern California rail route are expected to be substantially similar to the type
and severity of impacts that could result between the Refinery and the State border via any of the
northern routes: Project-related rail transport could delay traffic on roadways in the vicinity of at-
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grade crossings or the performance of public rail transit that shares the rails along routes selected
to transport Project-related crude; however, such impacts are not expected to be significant. These
determinations are consistent with the analysis documented by San Luis Obispo County in the
Phillips 66 Revised EIR (San Luis Obispo County, 2014) (see Section 4.12, Transportation and
Circulation, pp. 4.12-25 through 4.12-36).

Integrating the data and other information in these sections, the Project as a whole would result in
no impact related to criterion c), regarding change in air traffic patterns and less-than-significant
impacts or impacts reduced to less-than-significant with implementation of mitigation measures,
for all other significance criteria.

2.17 DEIR Chapter 5, CEQA Statutory Sections

DEIR Chapter 5 (p. 5-1 et seq.), CEQA Statutory Sections, considers significant and unavoidable
impacts in Section 5.1 (DEIR p. 5-1), significant irreversible environmental effects in Section 5.2
(DEIR p. 5-1 et seq.), growth-inducing impacts in Section 5.3 (DEIR p. 5-2 et seq.), cumulative
impacts in Section 5.4 (DEIR p. 5-3 et seq.), and effects found to not be significant in Section 5.5
(DEIR p. 5-20 et seq.). DEIR Chapter 5 is being revised to reflect the impact conclusions reached
and other changes reflected in this Revised DEIR. No other changes to DEIR Chapter 5 are
proposed.

2.17.1 DEIR Section 5.1, Significant Unavoidable
Environmental Impacts

Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to identify any significant
environmental effects of a project that cannot be avoided through feasible mitigation and/or
alternatives. As analyzed in Chapter 4 of the DEIR and in Revised DEIR Sections 2.6.2, 2.7.1,
2.11.2, and 2.12.6, significant unavoidable impacts would result to the following resources: As

. Air Quality: See Impact 4.1-1 (Operation of the Project would conflict with applicable air

guality plans), Impacts 4.1-1b and 4.1-5 (Operation of the Project would contribute to an
existing or projected air guality violation), and Impacts 4.1-2 and 4.1-7 (The Project could
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutant and ozone precursor
emissions). (DEIR p. 4.1-16 et seq. and Revised DEIR Section 2.6.2.)

. Biological Resources: See Impact 4.2-10 (Operation of the Project would result in adverse
effects on candidate, sensitive, or special-status wildlife species resulting from collisions
with trains). (Revised DEIR Section 2.7.1.)

. Greenhouse Gas Emissions: See Impact 4.6-1 (Operation of the Project would generate
significant levels of GHG) and Impact 4.6-2 (Operation of the Project would conflict with
applicable plans adopted for reducing GHG emissions). (Revised DEIR Section 2.11.2)

. Hazards and Hazardous Materials: See Impact 4.7-2 (Operation of the Project would
result in a significant hazard to the public during accident conditions), Impact 4.7-6
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(Operation of the Project would result in adverse secondary effects to the public or
environment), and Impact 4.7-9 (Operation of the Project would expose people or
structures to wildland fires during accident conditions). (Revised DEIR Section 2.12.6.)

2.17.2 DEIR Section 5.2, Significant Irreversible
Environmental Effects

Under Section 21100(b)(2)(B) of CEQA, an EIR must identify any significant irreversible effects
of the project. Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines describes irreversible environmental
changes as follows:

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may
be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse
thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highway
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit
future generations to similar uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental
accidents associated with the project.

Construction and-eperation of the Project’s proposed tank car unloading rack would require use
of some non-renewable resources, including diesel and gasoline for construction vehicles and
equipment. However, this use would be limited to the approximate 25-week construction period.
Operation and maintenance of the unloading rack would require minor amounts of gasoline or
diesel to fuel maintenance vehicles or other fossil fuel products to assure safe operation of the
equipment (such as lubricants for moving parts). These needs temperary-construction-related
nereases would not result in significant use of non-renewable resources and would not commit
future generations to similar uses.

The Project would involve the continued use of nonrenewable crude oil supplies by the existing
Refinery. At some point in the future, the supply of crude oil available by railcar would
presumably become exhausted. This would wiH occur, however, with or without the Project. The
Project would not involve any increase in the use of crude oil by the Refinery. Rather, the Project
would_merely assure that an equivalent of up to 70,000 barrels of crude oil per day arriving at the
Refinery would come from a North American source substitute- North-American-crude-oHs-for
othercrude-oils-from-around-the-werld.

During Project operations, diesel fuel would be used by trains bringing crude oil to the Refinery
and returning empty tank cars to North American source locations for refilling. This Project-
related diesel fuel consumption, however, would be offset in part by the reduced consumption of
lower-grade fuels used by marine vessels that currently deliver crude oil to the Refinery. Given
that distances to potential crude feedstock sources over the life of the Project for both marine
vessel and rail transport are likely to vary and depend on future market forces,?’ it would be

27 Currently, vessels carrying crude from Alaska to the Refinery travel 2,000 miles (from the terminus of the
TransAlaska pipeline). Vessels carrying crude from South America to the Refinery travel roughly 4, 000 mlles
Vessels carrying crude from the Middle East to the Refinery travel roughly 8,500 miles.

Trains carrying North American crude oil to the Refinery could travel any number of miles along the North

American freight rail routes shown in Figure 1-1. reughly-1;500-miles-to-locations-in-the-mid-west:
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speculative to estimate or compare exact fuel usage differences between the two modes of

As explained in seetions DEIR Sections 4.2, Biological Resources, and 4.7, Hazards and Hazards
Materials, and 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, and in Revised DEIR Section 2.12, a release of
crude oil from a railcar during upset or accident conditions could potentially affect nearby
residents, sensitive habitat, cultural resources, and the quality of surface water and groundwater.
Fhe Although the probability of such an occurrence-hewever; is quite low, the consequences of
such an event should it occur could be quite high and potentially result in a significant irreversible

effect to affected resources. lnaddrmen—a&explmned—wéeeuen#kla;amand—#la;&meus

2.17.3 DEIR Section 5.3, Growth-Inducing Impacts

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR should discuss “the ways in which
the Project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing,
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.” Growth can be induced in a number
of ways, including through the elimination of obstacles to growth, through the stimulation of
economic activity within the region, or through precedent-setting action. CEQA requires a
discussion of how a project could increase population, employment, or housing in the areas
surrounding the project as well as an analysis of the infrastructure and planning changes that
would be necessary to implement the project.

The temporary increase in the local labor force of approximately 121 construction workers at its
peak over the approximate 25-week construction period would not contribute to any significant
increase in the local population as there is a well-established worker base in the area that serves
the five Bay Area refineries for projects similar to the Project. Operation of the Project would
require approximately 20 new permanent employees at the Refinery. Operation of the Project also
would require UPRR personnel to operate the locomotives - likely to be one conductor and one
engineer per train (Dokoupil, 2015; Sperandeo and Keefe, 2006). It is possible that these
employees would be new residents of the area. However, the potential number of new residents
would be insignificant given the total population of the area and the housing vacancy rate.
Therefore, construction and operations associated with the Project would not encourage new
development or induce population growth and the Project would neither directly nor indirectly
induce short-term or long-term population growth.
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2.17.4 DEIR Section 5.4, Cumulative Impacts

2.17.4.1 DEIR Section 5.4.1, General and Regional Plans Considered
in the Cumulative Analysis

No changes to this subsection, which is found on DEIR page 5-4, are proposed.

2.17.4.2 DEIR Section 5.4.2, Specific Projects Considered in the
Cumulative Analysis

This subsection begins on DEIR page 5-4. It identifies other recent Valero Benicia Refinery projects
in subsection 5.4.2.1, other crude by rail projects in California in subsection 5.4.2.2, other relevant
local projects in subsection 5.4.2.3, and other City of Benicia projects in subsection 5.4.2.4.
Cumulative projects are summarized in DEIR Table 5-1, Potential Projects for Cumulative Effects
Evaluation, which begins on DEIR page 5-6. Of these, revisions are proposed only to

subsection 5.4.2.2 and Table 5-1. No other revisions to DEIR Section 5.4.2 are proposed.

As is evident in the above analysis, this Revised DEIR expands the geographic area of
consideration to include at appropriate levels of detail the North American freight rail routes that
could be used to transport Project-related crude oil. DEIR Section 5.4.3’s analysis of cumulative
effects, revised as indicated in Section 2.17.4.3, considers the potential for the full range of the
Project’s potential direct and indirect effects to cause or contribute to significant cumulative effects.
However, for reasons of practicality, reasonableness, and the lack of availability of useful data for
the broader area, this cumulative effects analysis focuses on the Project’s potential to cause or
contribute to cumulative effects within the State or as noted on a resource-by-resource basis below.

2.17.4.2.1 DEIR Subsection 5.4.2.2, Other Crude by Rail Projects in California

Table 5-1 includes other crude-by-rail projects that have been undertaken, e permitted, or
proposed within the State in the last several five years. Briefly, such projects include:

. Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery Rail Spur Project (San Luis Obispo County): New
unloading facility at existing refinery that could accept up to five, 80-tank car unit trains

per week.

. Alon Bakersfield Refinery Crude Flexibility Project: New unloading facility at existing
refinery that could accept up to two, 104-tank car unit trains per day.

. Plains All American Pipeline Bakersfield Crude Terminal: New unloading facility in which
crude oil delivered in tank cars is transferred to outbound pipelines.

. Kinder Morgan (City of Richmond): Repurposed ethanol transloading facility in which
crude oil is loaded onto trucks for delivery to refineries.

. Tesoro Refinery (Contra Costa County): Existing refinery accepting crude oil from third-
party operated unloading facility.

2.17.4.2.2 DEIR Table 5-1, Potential Projects for Cumulative Effects Evaluation
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TABLE 5-1

POTENTIAL PROJECTS FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS EVALUATION

Project Name

Location

Description

Status/Schedule

Approximate
Distance From
Project

Recent Valero Benicia Refinery Projects (2008-2015 2013)

Maintenance Dredging at Valero
Refinery Crude Dock

Valero Benicia Refinery

Periodic maintenance dredging of a maximum of 80,000 cubic yards of
sediment per year through 2023

Originally approved in 2008. Permit
has been renewed through 2023.

Project location is on
the northeast side of
the Valero Benicia
Refinery

Valero Refining Company -
California, Valero Benicia
Refinery NPDES Permit
Reissuance

Valero Benicia Refinery

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit reissuance.
An on-site wastewater treatment plant treats process wastewater and
stormwater prior to discharge to Suisun Bay. The refinery also discharges
stormwater to Carquinez Strait and Suisun Bay through several additional
outfalls. The reissued permit regulates both treated wastewater and
stormwater discharges.

NPDES NO. CA0005550:

Adopted November 18, 2009,
Effective Jan 1, 2010 Expired
Dec. 31st, 2014

Currently undergoing renewal.

Project location is on
the northeast side of
the Valero Benicia
Refinery

Valero Improvement Project

Valero Benicia Refinery

The project made changes and installed new equipment at the Valero Refinery
to: allow the refinery to process lower grade of crude oil and gas oil; allow the
refinery to switch between crude and gas oil, as desired; and optimize
operations for efficient production. The project included an increase in crude
processing capacity, while significantly reducing emissions, which mitigated
project-related impacts to avoid detrimental effects on the Community.

Approved in 2003, amended in 2008
then completed construction in 2011
except for the construction of the
hydrogen plant. The Refinery
currently has sufficient hydrogen to
process the wide range crudes it now
uses and consequently Valero is in
the process of determining whether to
implement the VIP-proposed
replacement hydrogen plant as it is
not essential to refinery operations or
to this Project.

Project location is on
the northeast side of
the Valero Benicia
Refinery

Other Crude by Rail Projects in California

WesPac Pittsburg Energy
Infrastructure Project

[This proposed project no longer
includes a rail component;
therefore, it is now discussed in
“Relevant Local Projects,”

below/]

i oF i
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TABLE 5-1 (Continued)

POTENTIAL PROJECTS FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS EVALUATION

Project Name

Location

Description

Status/Schedule

Approximate
Distance From
Project

Other Crude by Rail Projects in California (cont.)

Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur | San Luis Obispo County | Phillips 66 is proposing to modify the existing rail spur currently on the Public review period for Draft EIR 265 miles
Extension Project southwest side of the Santa Maria Refinery (SMR). The rail spur extension is ended on January 27, 2014. Ceunty
proposed entirely on the SMR property and would be located east of the Union | willbe-recireulating-the- DEIR—no
Pacific Railroad and the existing refinery facilities. The project would include an | date-set: A Revised Draft EIR was
eastward extension of the existing rail spur by approximately 7,000 feet as well | published on October 10, 2014; the
as a railcar unloading facility. Trains would deliver crude oil to the SMR for FEIR is pending.
processing. The unloaded material would be transferred from the proposed
unloading facility to existing crude-oil storage tanks via a new on-site above-
ground pipeline.
Alon Bakersfield Refinery Crude | Kern County This project is a modification of a Precise Development Plan that would allow Kern County approved the project on | 270 miles
Flexibility Project greater flexibility for the Refinery to utilize a variety of crude oils that can be September 9, 2014.-NOP-cetrtified
processed onsite. The project proponent is requesting: 1) expansion of rail, September-2013;-to-prepare-Draft
transfer and storage facilities including an addition of up to three boilers; 2) ER-
process unit upgrades and/or modifications; 3) repurposing of existing tankage;
and 4) relocation and modernization of existing Liquefied Propane Gas (LPG)
truck rack and upgrades to sales rack. The rail expansion would consist of the
construction of a double rail loop from a new spur connection off of the existing
Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway (BNSF) and would be fully contained
onsite. Most of the proposed process unit changes are minor in scope. The
Refinery's 70,000 barrels per day (BPD) maximum crude processing capacity
would not be increased.
Plains All American Pipeline Kern County An unloading facility in which crude oil delivered in tank cars is transferred to Operating 270 miles
Bakersfield Crude Terminal outbound pipelines.
Tesoro Refinery Contra Costa County The existing refinery currently is accepting up to approximately 350,000 barrels | Operating 5 miles
per month of crude oil delivered via unit trains.
Kinder Morgan City of Richmond This is a repurposed ethanol transloading facility in which crude oil delivered in | Operating 16 miles
tank cars is transloaded onto trucks for delivery to the Tesoro Refinery in the
City of Martinez.
InterState QOil Co. Sacramento County A transloading facility in which crude oil delivered in tank cars is transloaded Currently not operating due to court 58 miles
onto trucks for delivery to Bay Area refineries. imposed shutdown.
Targa Stockton Port of Stockton Proposed marine oil terminal that would receive up to approximately 70,000 Project is still in planning phase. 45 miles
barrels per day of crude delivered by rail that would be transloaded onto barges
or trucks and/or pipeline for delivery to Bay Area refineries.
NuStar Energy Selby Contra Costa County Existing marine terminal capable of receiving manifest crude by rail shipments. | Operating 6 miles
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TABLE 5-1 (Continued)

POTENTIAL PROJECTS FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS EVALUATION

Approximate
Distance From

Project Name Location Description Status/Schedule Project
Relevant Local Projects (refinery related pipelines, infrastructure, or marine oil terminals)
WesPac Pittsburg Energy City of Pittsburg WesPac Energy-Pittsburg LLC (WesPac) proposes to reactivate the existing oil | Recirculated Draft EIR in July, 2013. | 14 miles
Infrastructure Project storage and transfer facilities located at the NRG Energy, Inc. Pittsburg According to the City of Pittsburg

Generating Station. The WesPac Terminal would be designed to receive crude | website, as of March 2015 2014 the

oil and patrtially refined crude oil from trains; marine vessels; and pipelines, project is undergoing additional

store the oil in existing or new storage tanks, and then transfer oil to nearby review. The City does not currently

refineries. The WesPac Terminal would connect to two third-party common- have a timeframe available for this

carrier pipelines, including the KLM (Kettleman-Los Medanos) Pipeline additional review.

(currently owned and operated by Chevron Pipeline Company) that currently

provides crude oil to the Valero Benicia Refinery and other Bay Area refineries.

The project would allow for an average throughput of 242,000 barrels of crude

oil or partially refined crude oil per day, with a maximum of 375,000 barrels per

day. The proposed-rail-transload-facilitywould-be-capable-of receivi
Chevron Richmond Revised City of Richmond This project is a reduced scope of the Hydrogen and Energy Renewal Project The NOD was filed in July 2014. City | 16.8 miles
Renewal Project Proposed in 2005. In 2008, the City of Richmond certified the EIR and issued is-currently preparing-a-revised EIR.

permits for the project. In 2010, a court ordered that the EIR be set aside.

Chevron has reduced the overall scope of the original project. The Revised

Project would complete construction and make operational the Hydrogen Plant

Replacement and Hydrogen Purity (sulfur removal) Improvement of the Original

Project. The Revised Project would not include the Catalytic Reformer

Replacement, Power Plant Replacement, and Other New and Replacement

Facilities (storage tanks, control building and central maintenance building) that

were part of the original project.
Chevron Tank Replacement City of Richmond The project would replace five existing petroleum storage tanks with five newly | MND Approved March 2011. Tanks 16.8 miles
Project constructed tanks, and construct a new firewater tank in its quarry tank field. are being permitted and constructed

The five petroleum storage tanks will be field-fabricated within existing refinery | individually: Tank 1 constructed, Tank

tank fields. Total capacity of new petroleum tanks will be 541,000 barrels. Total | 2 under construction, Tanks 3-5 to be

capacity of petroleum tanks removed from service is 366,000 barrels. The permitted and constructed.

petroleum tanks will be provided with secondary containment in accordance

with state and federal law, and will be covered to minimize air emissions. The

firewater storage tank will store recycled water from plant operations to increase

the fire management capabilities at the refinery.
Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Contra Costa County Phillips 66, proposes modify existing facilities at their Rodeo, California Refinery | The Draft EIR was published in June | 7 miles
Project and add new facilities to recover propane and butane from refinery fuel gas 2013, and the Final EIR in November

(RFG) and then ship it by rail for sale. The Project involves hydrotreating a 2013. A Recirculated Draft EIR was

portion of the RFG and would reduce the amount of sulfur in the fuel gas, published in October 2014 and the

reducing the Refinery’s sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions to the atmosphere. project was approved in February

2015.
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TABLE 5-1 (Continued)

POTENTIAL PROJECTS FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS EVALUATION

Approximate
Distance From

Project Name Location Description Status/Schedule Project
Relevant Local Projects (refinery related pipelines, infrastructure, or marine oil terminals) (cont.)
Shell Crude Tank Replacement | City of Martinez This project would increase crude oil storage capacity at the refinery to facilitate | Approved October, 2011. Complete. | 5.6 miles
Project future operations at current production levels despite anticipated changes in the

source of crude oil feed stocks with no increases in crude oil throughput at the

Refinery. The project would maintain current operation and production levels of

California Air Resources Board mandated cleaner-burning gasoline and ultra-

low sulfur diesel fuels at the Refinery substituting imported crude oil by vessel

for diminishing San Joaquin Valley crude by pipeline.
California State Lands City of Martinez The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) recently granted the Shell The new lease was granted by the 5.6 miles
Commission Marine Terminal Martinez Refinery a new 30-year lease for its marine terminal operations. The CSLC on June 23, 2011.
Lease — for Shell Martinez CSLC certified the EIR prepared for the consideration of the new 30-year lease
Refinery describes the marine terminal operations and evaluates the impacts of the new

lease, including evaluation of future vessel traffic impacts. The assumptions

and basis for the proposed Project are aligned with the forecasted activity of the

marine terminal lease operations.
California State Lands Contra Costa County The California State Lands Commission (CSLC) recently granted the NuStar The new lease was granted by the 7 miles
Commission Marine Terminal Selby Marine Terminal a new 30-year lease for its marine terminal operations. CSLCin 2012.
Lease — for NuStar Selby The CSLC certified the EIR prepared for the consideration of the new 30-year
Marine Terminal lease describes the marine terminal operations and evaluates the impacts of

the new lease, including evaluation of future vessel traffic impacts. The

assumptions and basis for the proposed Project are aligned with the forecasted

activity of the marine terminal lease operations.
Selby Slag Site Remediation Contra Costa County The Selby Slag Site is the location of a former smelting facility. Smelting is the A CEQA document is currently being | 7 miles

process of extracting metals, such as lead or copper, from a mineral or rock
through high-temperature melting or fusing. Asarco operated a smelting facility
at the Selby Slag Site from 1872 to 1971. During the smelting operations, slag
(a waste product from the smelting process containing metals) was produced
and used to fill the adjacent tideland areas. Most of the area of the Site was
created from this historical filling of tideland areas with slag. Department of
Toxics Substances Control (DTSC) is the lead government agency overseeing
the investigation and cleanup at the Selby Slag Site. The Selby Group,
comprised of Asarco LLC, the California State Lands Commission, and C.S.
Land, Inc., has been undertaking investigation and cleanup actions at the Site
under the oversight of DTSC.

prepared by DTSC.
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TABLE 5-1 (Continued)

POTENTIAL PROJECTS FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS EVALUATION

Project Name

Location

Description

Status/Schedule

Approximate
Distance From
Project

Relevant Local Projects (refinery related pipelines, infrastructure, or marine oil terminals) (cont.)

Tesoro Amorco and Avon
Marine QOil Terminals

Contra Costa County

The Tesoro Refining and Marketing Company (Tesoro), a wholly owned
subsidiary of Tesoro Petroleum Corporation, leases 16.6 acres of sovereign
public land from the CA State Lands Commission for the Tesoro Amorco Marine
Oil Terminal (Amorco MOT) and 11.2 acres for the Avon MOT (PRC 3453.1 and
3454.1). The Applicant is seeking approval from the CSLC for a new 30-year
lease at both sites. The Amorco MOT exists and is currently operating, and no
changes to the facilities or operations are proposed; however, issuance of a new
30-year lease will require the preparation of an EIR because, among other
potentially significant impacts, there is an inherent risk of spills at any facility
where petroleum product is routinely transferred over water. Proposed changes
at the Avon MOT include removal of one berth and construction of a new
berthing area.

The CSLC i

published the Amorco MOT EIR in
February 2014 and the Avon MOT
EIR in January 2015. s-ferthe-new
leases:

3 miles

Plains All American Pipeline
Martinez Marine Terminal
20-year Lease Consideration

City of Martinez

Proposed new 20-year lease of 5.04 acres of California sovereign lands would
allow Plains All American Pipeline to continue its marine oil terminal operations
for vessel transfers of crude oil and petroleum products. The terminal enables
transfers to on-land storage facilities approximately two miles east of the City of
Martinez, south shore of Carquinez Strait, and approximately one mile east of
the Benicia Bridge.

NOD filed August 2005

3 miles

Air Products Local Area Pipeline
Network Project

City of Martinez

Air Products and Chemicals Inc. (Air Products) owns and operates a hydrogen
plant located within the Shell Martinez Refinery. In September 2009, a Draft
EIR was published describing a local area pipeline network project proposed by
Air Products. The proposed pipelines would originate at another existing Air
Products hydrogen plant at the Tesoro Golden Eagle Refinery and travel
westward about 2.6 miles in an unpopulated area along Waterfront Road,
where they would connect with the existing Air Products Hydrogen Plant at the
Shell Martinez Refinery. The two pipelines, one for hydrogen and the other for
fuel gas, would be installed in the same trench to minimize impacts. The
primary objective of this project is to maintain adequate, available, and efficient
supply of hydrogen for the two refineries (Tesoro and Shell) by allowing the

The EIR for the project was certified
in May 2011 by the County.
Construction of the Air Products
pipeline is proposed over a 3-month
period was scheduled for 2012. This
did not occur. The current
construction schedule is to be
determined.

3 miles

Air Products Local Area Pipeline
Network Project (cont.)

transfer of hydrogen and fuel gas (hydrogen plant feed and fuel) and
connecting the existing Air Products hydrogen plants at both refineries. The
project would provide for hydrogen supply at the Martinez Refinery for the
processing of products to meet the cleaner-burning fuel standards. The CTRP
does not involve changes to the process units that would affect hydrogen
demand.
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TABLE 5-1 (Continued)

POTENTIAL PROJECTS FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS EVALUATION

Approximate
Distance From

Project Name Location Description Status/Schedule Project
Relevant Local Projects (refinery related pipelines, infrastructure, or marine oil terminals) (cont.)
Praxair Contra Costa Pipeline Contra Costa County and | Praxair is proposing to develop an approximately 21.3-mile hydrogen pipeline A Draft EIR was released in 2010 and | 5 to7miles

Project

the Cities of Richmond,
Martinez, Hercules, and
potential San Pablo

from the Chevron Richmond Refinery to the Shell Martinez Refinery. This
pipeline would include a 1.1-mile lateral pipeline extension to the Phillips66
Refinery in Rodeo, California. The pipeline would transport hydrogen that is
produced at the Chevron Refinery and not required for Chevron’s own
operations. The Praxair Contra Costa Pipeline Project would consist of
construction of approximately 13.5 miles of new pipeline and the reuse of
approximately 7.8 miles of an existing Chevron pipeline previously used to
transport natural gas. The project would also include the construction of
approximately 2.2 miles of natural gas pipeline. Although the hydrogen pipeline
is proposed to terminate at the Shell Martinez Refinery, Shell currently has no
agreement in place with Praxair for future hydrogen supply. As stated
previously, the CTRP does not involve changes to the process units that would
affect hydrogen demand.

Contra Costa County is currently
preparing a Final EIR for the project.

Other City of Benicia Projects and Projects that Include

Benicia Subject to CEQA Review (as of May, 2014)

Solano County Draft General
Plan Update

County of Solano

The proposed project is the 2008 update of the Solano County General Plan.

Adopted August, 2008.

Encompasses City of
Benicia and Project
location.

Lower Arsenal Mixed Use
Specific Plan - Recirculation

City of Benicia

Recirculation of Noise and Global Climate Change, Energy Use and
Sustainability Sections. Recirculated the proposed project includes
implementation of a Specific Plan for the Lower Arsenal site, which is
designated for mixed use in the Benicia General Plan. The Specific Plan covers
four distinct zones, each of which exhibits a unique physical character. The
Specific Plan would implement a form based code to shape future development
on the project site, with primary emphasis on the physical form and character of
the new development. After build-out of the Specific Plan, the area would
contain approximately 741,865 square feet of mixed uses, 22 residential units,
and 6.39 acres of open space. The Specific Plan area currently contains
approximately 525,000 square feet of mixed uses.

Draft EIR originally circulated in 2007.
Draft EIR recirculated August, 2009.
This project is currently on hold and
the EIR will be revised again by the
City.

Between 1 to 2 miles-
Project is not within
planning area.

Housing Element, 2015-2023

City of Benicia

This project updated the Housing Element of the City of Benicia General Plan
as required by Government Code Section 65580 - 65589.8. The Housing
Element is a comprehensive statement by the City describing the housing
needs of Benicia and how the City's plans, policies, programs and regulations
facilitate the development, improvement and preservation of housing for all
economic segments of the community.

Deadline for adoption / certification is
January 31, 2015.

Project is within City
limits.
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TABLE 5-1 (Continued)

POTENTIAL PROJECTS FOR CUMULATIVE EFFECTS EVALUATION

Project Name

Location

Description

Status/Schedule

Approximate
Distance From
Project

Other City of Benicia Projects and Projects that Include Benicia Subject to CEQA Review (as of May, 2014) (cont.)

Tannery Bay Trall

City of Benicia

The proposed project is to construct a shoreline public pathway with amenities
as part of San Francisco Bay Trail System. The project would include
approximately 350 cubic yards of solid fill over a 2,260 sf area; Construction of
an 8 foot wide, 275 foot long path way; Construction of approximately 3,199 sf
of landscaping area; Construction of approximately 3,310 sf of shoreline
protection (rip rap system); Installation of four public benches; A series of
concrete walkways from the existing building to the new pathway and
decomposed granite (DG) along the west side of the new pathway, adjacent to
the new shoreline revetment.

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration adopted 2013.

2 miles

New Harbor Church

City of Benicia

The proposed project would consist of constructing a new 20,244 sq. ft., multi-
use, two-story church at the terminus of Blake Court, east of Rose Drive.
Pursuant to a prior agreement with the City in June 2001, the land was
dedicated to a church to be selected by the Benicia Council of Churches. New
Harbor Community Church was the selected recipient of this land. However, the
Church will still needs to get Use Permit approval from the Planning
Commission since the location is in the City's Single Family Zone District.

EIR certified in 2001. Project under
review and EIR Addendum
certification pending.

3 miles

Jefferson Ridge LLC Assisted

Living Care Complex

City of Benicia

Project proposes to build a two-building, 273-unit assisted-living and memory-
care complex that may be built on a vacant lot on Jefferson Street near Park
Road and Adams Street Benicia's industrial port, within the lower arsenal.

Submitted to the City in August 2012,
project is currently under review for
General Plan/zoning compliance.
CEQA documentation TDB.

1 mile-adjacent to the
Project.

Water States Agreement for
Annual Transfers of a Quality of
Solano ID Annual Allotment

Solano County, City of
Benicia and City of
Fairfield

The Project includes proposed agreements to accomplish annual transfers of a
quantity of Solano Irrigation District's (District) annual allotment of Solano
Project water to the city of Benicia (Benicia) is the amount of 2,000 acre feet per
year and the city of Fairfield (Fairfield) in the amount of 2,000 acre feet a year,
for a total of 4,000 acres feet per year. The cities will pay consideration to
District for the transfer. If one of the cities does not execute the agreement, the
District may proceed with the remaining city. The water quantities transferred
will be delivered in Lake Berryessa (Berryessa) and transferred through the
Putah South Canal and will be utilized by each city primarily to assure yield
through drought periods for the existing city water service area compared to the
quantity of water delivered from the State Water Project (SWP) to enhance
water quality to city customers within the existing city water service area, to
reduce water treatment by each city, and to provide supplies for replacement of
reduced sources of SWP water die to SWP operating conditions.

Agreement approved in 2009.

Project is within City
limits
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2.17.4.3 DEIR Section 5.4.3, Areas of Potential Cumulative Impacts

2.17.4.3.1 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.1, Air Quality

This subsection begins on DEIR page 5-5. It documents the analysis of cumulative impacts
associated with construction, operation, and health risk. Of these, revisions are proposed as
noted below to the discussion of operation-phase cumulative effects and health risk. No other
revisions to DEIR Section 5.4.3.1 are proposed.

Operation

As described in Impacts 4.1-1b and 4.1-2, after mitigation_measures are applied, Project
operational emissions generated within the Bay Area Basin would not exceed the BAAQMD
regional mass emissions thresholds. Consequently, operation of the Project would not be
considered to make a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional cumulative air quality
impacts in the Bay Area Basin.

With regard to emissions of the Project generated within the Sacramente-Basin-California air
districts outside of the BAAQMD, as discussed in Section 4.1.5 under Impact 4.1-2 and

Impact 4.1-7, Project-related emissions in the ¥SAQMB-Yolo-Solano AQMD, ard- SMAQMDP
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, Siskiyou County APCD, Shasta County AQMD, Tehama
County APCD, Butte County AQMD, and Feather River AQMD would exceed the incremental
project significance thresholds for NO, and, NO, emissions generated in Placer County would
exceed the PCAPCD cumulative 10 pounds per day significance threshold, and emissions of
ROG along the Nevada to Roseville (southern) route also would exceed the cumulative threshold
for Placer County. Therefore, implementation of the Project would result in a cumulatively
considerable increase of NO, emissions in ¥YSAQMD-Yolo-Solano AQMD, SMAQMD
Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD, and-RPCARCDB Placer County APCD, Tehama County APCD,
Butte County AQMD, Siskiyou County APCD, Shasta County AQMD, Lassen County APCD,
Northern Sierra AQMD, Feather River AQMD and the associated cumulative impact within the
Sacramento these air districts would be significant.

Health Risk

As noted above, the project health risk assessment modeling found the Maximum Exposed
Individual Residence (MEIR) to be at a residence in Fairfield adjacent to the rail tracks primarily
as a result of the increase in train traffic for the Benicia-Refinery p Project. Cumulative risk has
been evaluated for sources within 1,000 feet of that location (see below). SimiarhyanrAn
additional cumulative assessment was performed to evaluate the combined risks at residences
near the Refinery from DPM sources from the Project, 1-680, and existing rail traffic on the tracks
near the Refinery. As part of this cumulative assessment, the health risk assessed for the Valero
Improvement Project (VIP) (City of Benicia, 2002) and VIP Amendments (City of Benicia, 2008)
were alse combined with the above sources to estimate the risk contribution te-risk from existing
sources at the Refinery. Finally, cumulative risks were also evaluated for locations outside of the
BAAQMD between Fairfield and Roseville and in uprail locations from Roseville to the Oregon
and Nevada borders.
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Screening-leveleCumulative health risks was were evaluated in the vicinity of residences near
the Refinery where the maximum risk and PM, s concentration was modeled. This modeled
residence is located to the southwest of the Refinery (UTM 575,694 East [meters], 4,212,345
North [meters]). The BAAQMD provides a Google Earth tool that displays the sereening-tevel
health risks and PM; s concentrations from freeways and rail sources in each county (BAAQMD,
2014). The results of the near-Refinery residential cumulative risk from the Project, the recent
VIP/VIP Amendments Project, the 1-680 freeway, and rail sources obtained from the BAAQMD
Google Earth tool are presented below in Table 5-2.

TABLE 5-2
CUMULATIVE HEALTH RISK AT OR NEAR THE REFINERY

Source of Contribution to Risk, Chronic Hazards
and PM,s Concentration

Total
Type of Estimated Crude by Rail I-160 680 (at UPRR Tracks VIP with
Health Impact Project 1,000 feet) (at 1,000 feet) Project Total ASF+
Cancer Risk 0.992.2 3.47 1.65 238 | 84997 | 144114
(per million) ==
Chronic Hazard? 0.0003 0.003 0.000 0.0113 0.015 0.015
PM;s Annual 6-003 0.002 0.024 0.002 0-002 0:029 0029

Concentration (ug/m®) N/A 0.028 0.028

*L Cancer risk for the VIP project does not account for the Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF) required by recent guidance issued by the Office
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA, 2015). The Total with ASF column adjusts the VIP Project cancer risk by
multiplying by 1.7 to account for the ASF .includes-the-Age-Sensitivity Factor(ASF)

Crude by Rail Project chronic hazard based on maximum sensitive receptor value. VIP project chronic hazard value represents the
VIP chronic risk from VIP Draft EIR, Table 4.7-9 (maximum nonresidential location) plus the maximum off-site chronic hazard index
value for the VIP amendments stationary sources (Table 3.1.8-2) and mobile sources (Table 3.1.8-3).

SOURCE: ERM, 2015 2014, see Revised DEIR Appendix B E-6

With respect to cumulative health risk impacts associated with localized air emissions, the VIP,
which was essentially completed in 2011, is considered to be a past cumulative project. The only
component of the VIP that has not been constructed is a replacement hydrogen plant. The
Refinery has sufficient hydrogen now to process the wide range of crudes that it now uses and
Valero is in the process of determining whether or not to replace the hydrogen plant. The Permit-
to-Construct the replacement hydrogen plant would expired in December 2014. Since the
proposed replacement hydrogen plant would be a replacement project, this element would not
likely result in an increase in emissions and would have no cumulative impact.

The VIP proposed a series of modifications and additions to the Refinery, including modification to
existing equipment and installation of new refining equipment, such as piping, heat exchangers,
instrumentation, catalytic reactors, fractionation equipment, pumps, compressors, furnaces, tanks,
and flue gas scrubber. Health risk analyses were conducted for the VIP (City of Benicia, 2002 and
2008) that estimated health risks for all components of this cumulative project. The VIP health risk
analysis concluded that the maximum incremental cancer risk at the nearest residential receptor
would be 1.47 in a million and a maximum non-residential cancer risk would be 2.38 in a million.
The non-cancer chronic hazard was found to be 0.007 for the maximally exposed resident and 0.018
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for the maximally exposed worker. It should be noted that predominate wind direction in the
vicinity of the Refinery is from the west, towards the east. There are no residences or other sensitive
receptors immediately east of the Refinery. This predominant wind direction tends to limit exposure
of the residences to the north, east, and south of the Refinery.

Combining the risks of the Project with the existing risks associated with 1-168 680, the UPRR,
and the VIP results in a cumulative combined cancer risk of 34-411.4 in one million to the
maximally exposed residential receptor near the Refinery. This value is well below the
cumulative threshold of 100 in one million for cancer risk. Combining the chronic hazards of the
Project plus the existing concentrations associated with 1-680, the UPRR, and the VIP, results in
a cumulative combined chronic hazard of 0.015. This value is well below the BAAQMD
cumulative chronic hazard significance threshold of 10.0. Combining the PM, s concentrations of
the Project with the existing concentrations associated with 1-160 680, the UPRR, and the VIP
results in a cumulative combined PM, 5 concentration of 0.029 028 ug/m3to the maximally
exposed residential receptor near the Refinery. This value is well below the cumulative threshold
of 0.8 ug/m3. Therefore, the combined risk, hazard index, and PM, 5 concentrations would result
in a less than significant cumulative impact and the incremental increases in the vicinity of the
Refinery that would be associated with the Project would not be cumulatively considerable.

A sereening-level cumulative risk analysis was prepared for sensitive receptors alse-evatuated in the
vicinity of the MEIR in Fairfield to estimate the combined exposure from the Project locomotives,
existing locomotives using these-tracks, 1-680, and stationary sources of TACs within 1,000 feet of
the MEIR. The BAAQMD Google Earth tool that displays the sereening-level health risks, chronic
hazards, and PM, s concentrations from TACs. This tool seurces-tr-each-county was used to obtain
existing risk and concentrations data for TAC sources in the vicinity of the MEIR (BAAQMD
2014). The stationary sources within 1,000 feet of the MEIR are described below:

Commercial Business, 744 N. Texas Street;
Commercial Business, 106 Railroad Avenue;
Commercial Business, 110 Railroad Avenue;
Commercial Business, 1350 N. Texas Street;
Commercial Business, 890 E. Travis Boulevard; and
Commercial Business, 409 Railroad Avenue, Suite B.

Fhough-conservatively-developed-the-screening-tevel The risk values from BAAQMD’s Google
Earth tool can be eempared combined with te the modeled health risk, chronic hazard, and PM,5

concentrations from the locomotives to determine whether cumulative risk may be significant. The
values shown in Table 5-3 below represent the modeled health risk with conservative sereening risk
levels imposed at that MEIR. The combined cumulative risks would be below 100 in one million
for cancer, below the chronic hazard index of 10.0, and below the 0.8 ug/m3 PM, 5 concentration.
Therefore, the incremental increase in risk, chronic hazards, and PM, 5 concentrations thatwould-be
associated with the Project would not be cumulatively considerable at the MEIR. The cumulative
impact would be less than significant.
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TABLE 5-3
CUMULATIVE HEALTH RISK AT THE MAXIMUM EXPOSED INDIVIDUAL RECEPTOR

. Cancer Risk PM2.5 Concentration
Type of Estimated per million Chronic Hazard Index (ug/m?)
Health Impact (Location) (Location (Location)
88.169.7 0.078 . olo
(Existing risk at 160-90 0.076 (Existing worst case

(Existing hazard index Conc. at 460 90 feet
at 90 feet northwest of | seutheast northwest of

feet seutheast northwest
of train tracks)

train tracks) train tracks)
0.004 0.62004

84.0
Maximum Exposed Individual (Project incremental risk (Pro ect incremental (Project worst case
Residential (MEIR) — Fairfield at 160-90 feet hazard index at 90 feet | Conc. at 260 90 feet

residential receptor A northwest of train seutheast northwest of
p northwest of train tracks) tracks) train tracks)
0.2210
880 73.7 0.082

) (Cumulative worst
Lo (
(Cumulative risk at 160 Cumulative hazard case conc. at 360 90

90 feet index at 90 fee_t feet
northwest of train

northwest of train tracks) northwest of train
tracks) tracks)
Significance Threshold 100 10.0 0.8 ug/m®
Significant Impact? No No No

SOURCE: ERM, 2015 20614, see Revised DEIR Appendix B E-6

Health Risks from the BAAOMD Border to Roseville and from Roseville to the Oregon and
Nevada Borders

This section focuses on the cumulative health risks from the BAAQMD border to Roseville and
along the three potential train routes between Roseville, California and the California border.
Cumulative health risks must address TACs from all relevant sources. For the Project, this
includes the Project locomotives, existing locomotives, stationary sources, and major roadways.
Rail traffic primarily generates DPM emissions from diesel fuel combustion. Motor vehicles emit
an assortment of TACs and particulate matter from the combustion of gasoline, diesel fuel, and
tire and brake wear. Stationary sources have the potential to emit a variety of TACs. The

U.S. EPA federal reporting system contains the location and identification numbers for facilities
that handle toxic compounds. This system was used to identify stationary sources within

1,000 feet of the rail lines in each of the three towns.

Three towns were evaluated for cumulative health impacts along the train route from the
BAAQMD border to the Roseville Yard. These included Dixon (within the Yolo-Solano

Air District), Sacramento (within the Sacramento Air District), and Roseville (within the Placer
County Air District). Each town has sensitive land uses located near the rail line and close to
existing TAC sources.
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Five towns along the three uprail train routes have the highest potential for significant cumulative
health impacts: Auburn, Chico, Marysville, Redding, and Truckee. Each town has sensitive land
uses located near rail lines and close to existing sources of TACs. Sensitive land uses are
locations where individuals susceptible to air pollution are frequently found. These include
residences, schools, daycares, and hospitals.

The U.S. EPA federal reporting system contains the location and identification numbers for
facilities that handle toxic compounds. This system was used to identify stationary sources within
1,000 feet of the rail lines in each of the three towns between the BAAQMD border and Roseville
(shown in Revised DEIR Appendix A.9) and in the five uprail towns (shown in Revised DEIR

Appendix D).

The cumulative health risks in three cities from the BAAQMD border to Roseville and in the five
uprail cities cannot be quantified because the information needed to do so is unavailable.
Emission rates for many of the minor and larger sources are unavailable and the local air districts
have not attempted to quantify health risks from most of the existing TAC sources. Consequently,
cumulative TAC concentrations and resulting health risks cannot be estimated.

The Project’s rail activity would increase cancer risks by less than 10 in one million and chronic
hazards by less than 1.0 in the eight communities analyzed in this assessment. Since the Project
would not result in significant Project-specific health impacts, it is assumed that the Project
would not contribute to cumulatively considerable health risk impacts. However, since the data is
unavailable to analyze the health risk contribution from other TAC sources, a significance
determination of the cumulative health risks of the project combined with other sources cannot be
guantified. Consequently, this analysis conservatively assumes that the project plus other TAC
sources could result in potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative health risks.

2.17.4.3.2 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.2, Biological Resources

The Project would result in less than significant has potential impacts on biological resources
within and near the Refinery. the-Projectarea the-City-of RosevilleNone-of the-impacts-are
inifi . e,

As explained in Section 4.2 (DEIR p. 4.2-1 et seq.), the Project would increase activity and
nighttime lighting along a 0.7-mile (3,839 linear feet) stretch of Sulphur Springs Creek. A
significant increase in activity and lighting in this area could potentially cause wildlife to avoid
the corridor, travel on roads, and be harmed by traffic. The Project impact would not be
significant because the Project lighting within the Refinery would be directed downward and
away from the riparian corridor. {f} The incremental light-related impacts of past projects to
biological resources is reflected in the baseline conditions. Other past; present; and reasonably
foreseeable future projects would result in have-and-wiH increased activity and nighttime lighting
along the riparian corridor, and could combine to create thus-ereating a cumulative impact. The
Project's contribution to this impact, however, would not be cumulatively considerable. Even with
a backdrop of heavy industrialization, the riparian corridor offers safe passage across

Interstate 680 for animals moving between grasslands north of Second Street and shoreline
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marshes south/east of the Interstate. This is not expected to change even if activity and lighting
were to increase as a result of projects identified in Table 5-1.

Along the railroad system within and beyond the State line, an state-wide increase in railcar
traffic (frequency and/or duration) could result in a cumulatively considerable impact on
biological resources during normal operating conditions as a result of increased noise, light, and
risk of train/wildlife collisions. For example, the noise from a cumulatively significant increase in
night traffic could drown out the nocturnal mating calls of migratory and other marsh birds,
increased nighttime lighting could affect mating or nesting success, e+ the noise and visual
disturbance from a cumulatively significant increase in daytime traffic could discourage use of
adjacent marshes or other sensitive habitat by burrowing owls and other species, and also result in
increased risk of collisions with wildlife. A review of Table 5-1 suggests that other crude by rail
projects in the State (\WesPac-PRittsburg-Energy-Infrastructure-Project-including the Phillips 66
Company Rail Spur Extension Project and the; Alon Bakersfield Refinery Crude Flexibility
Project) would increase railcar traffic along the same rail segments that could be used by trains
carrying crude bound for the Refinery-transportation-systems-serving-thoseprojectareas, which
may or may not overlap with the Project. Other relevant local projects (such as the Shell Crude
Tank Replacement Project, Shell Martinez Refinery Marine Terminal Lease, and NuStar Selby
Marine Terminal Lease) could have-the-potential-te increase railcar traffic in the future, and these
may overlap geographically W|th the rail seqments that could be used by trains carrvmq crude
bound for the Refinery-U 3 3 aHy-+
Project. The cumulative increase in railcar usage, however, would occur on existing mainline
track where baseline usage is already the routine. Thus, the addition of Project-related railcars to
the state-wide network and beyond would not involve a cumulatively considerable contribution to
the impact on biological resources.

Lastly, regarding the cumulative potential for an oil spill during transport of crude oil, a region-
wide increase in all types of vessel traffic (frequency and/or duration of ships, railcars, etc.),
along with an increased number of conveyance pipelines planned under regional projects such as
the Air Products Local Area Pipeline Network Project and the Praxair Contra Costa Pipeline
Project, would increase the overall likelihood of a spill in the region. This could occur anywhere
along a marine vessel route, a pipeline route, or a rail line route, though aquatic environments
such as Suisun Marsh and San Francisco Bay are especially vulnerable locations for a spill. A
spill would only occur under circumstances of an upset or accident, and the probability of
occurrence of any single event is small (see Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for
additional information); the probability of two or more events occurring at the same time (from
the Project and another cumulative project) is even smaller._As noted in Revised DEIR

Section 2.12, an oil spill along mainline tracks could result in a significant and unavoidable
impact regarding sensitive plant and wildlife species, and wetlands, because resources in
proximity of a train derailment and accompanying oil spill and/or explosion would likely be
damaged and/or destroyed. While non-Project crude oil trains would use some of the same routes
as the Project trains, the likelihood that two or more trains would derail in the same area is
remote. Therefore, because a spill would be unlikely to occur during cumulative conditions, the

cumulative impact would be less than significant. Fhis-petentiakis-evenfurtherreduced-by-the
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2.17.4.3.3 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.3, Cultural Resources

The construction and operation of the Project would result in no impacts to cultural resources or
to lands designated for such use. Thus, the Project could not contribute to cumulative impacts to
cultural resources that could be caused by implementation of other Refinery and non-Refinery
projects. There would be no cumulative impacts to cultural resources as a result of the Project.

2.17.4.3.4 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.4, Energy Conservation

The construction and the operation of the Project, in addition to other cumulative Refinery
projects and other non-Refinery cumulative development in the Project area (including other
crude by rail projects using the railroad system between the Refinery and the Project-related
crude oil’s points of origin), would not result in any cumulative impacts to energy resources. The
energy required for the construction and operation of the Project would be a less-than-significant
portion of the regional energy supplies, and would not place significant demands on the regional
energy infrastructure. The Project does not involve construction of major new energy facilities
off-site, or of facilities that would stimulate the Bay Area’s economy, resulting in a cumulative
increase in energy use. The construction and the operation of the Project, in addition to other
cumulative refinery projects and other non-refinery cumulative development, would not result in
any known cumulative impacts to energy.

2.17.4.3.5 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.5, Geology and Soils

The San Francisco Bay Area is within a seismically active region with a wide range of geologic
and soil conditions. Impacts associated with geology and soils tend to be limited to individual
project sites and the areas immediately adjacent. Projects from the cumulative projects table
relevant to the cumulative analysis relating to geology and soils (Table 5-1) include the Valero
Improvement Project, and those projects immediately adjacent to the Project site, as well other
crude by rail projects using the railroad system between the Refinery and the Project-related
crude oil’s points of origin. The combination of the Project and these projects on site, and those
projects immediately adjacent to the Refinery, and other crude by rail projects constitutes the list
of cumulative projects for Geology and Soils.

The Project, combined with the above-referenced cumulative projects, would not result in an
increased population in an area subject to seismic risks and hazards. Additionally, any new
project, including the Project, would be required to meet building code requirements that address
the various seismic and geologic hazards present in the Bay Area region, which would reduce
cumulative impacts related to geology, soils, and seismicity immediately adjacent to the Refinery.
Development projects are required to meet the most recent geologic and seismic standards.
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Generally, compliance with applicable building and other codes, as would be required for all
present and future cumulative projects, would reduce the potential for cumulative impacts
immediately adjacent to the Refinery.

Construction and operation of the various Project components, combined with past, present, and
other foreseeable improvements within the Refinery property and development in the area, would
adhere to current building code and other regulatory requirements and would not therefore result
in a cumulatively significant impact related to exposing people or structures to risk related to
geologic hazards, soils, and/or seismic conditions. No mitigation is required.

As noted in Revised DEIR Section 2.12, a seismic event along the railroad system between the
Refinery and the Project-related crude oil’s points of origin could expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects, including risk of loss, injury, or death. While non-Project
crude oil trains would use some of the same routes as the Project trains, the likelihood that two or
more trains would be in the same area during a seismic event is remote. Therefore, because
adverse effects to people or structures is unlikely to occur during cumulative conditions, the
cumulative impact would be less than significant.

2.17.4.3.6 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Both the BAAQMD and the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)
consider greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts to be exclusively cumulative impacts
(BAAQMD, 2012; CAPCOA, 2008); as such, assessment of significance is based on a
determination of whether the GHG emissions from a project represent a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the global atmosphere. The Project would result in a net increase of
6,426 13,609 metric tons carbon dioxide equivalents (CO,e) per year within the State of
California (see Section 4.6.5). Therefore, when compared to the City’s significance threshold of
10,000 metric tons CO,e, the Project’s contribution to GHG impacts would aet be cumulatively
considerable, and there would ret be a significant cumulative impact associated with the Project.

2.17.4.3.7 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials

As discussed in Section 4.7.6, routine operations of the Project, potential upsets, or accidents
during transport of crude by rail would not result in any significant impacts associated with
hazards or hazardous materials due to regulatory measures and the low probability of potential
accidents (see Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, for additional information). For
the Project to make a cumulatively considerable contribution to the impact of hazards, two or
more events (from the Project and another cumulative project) would have to occur at the same
time and affect the same places Ih%@khee@e#sueheeum&latweaeerden%evenﬂ#eﬁd—be

m%k%mm&%&teﬁs‘m%&% A number of other crude bv rail

projects have been proposed or undertaken within California. There is the potential for
cumulative impacts associated with other crude by rail projects that would use some of the same
UPRR mainline routes as the Project. Using the QRA conducted for the Project, cumulative risk
profiles were developed for the three mainline routes to the State border that could be used by the
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Project. The QRA assumed that all the cumulative projects would use the same tank car design
and transport similar crude oil as the Project. Figures 5-1 through 5-3 show the cumulative risk
profiles for the proposed tank cars, as well as the DOT-117 and DOT-117R tank car designs.
Because maximum risks from proposed transport of crude oil are above the significant risk
threshold (dashed green line), impacts would be considered cumulatively significant. As shown in
these figures, while the updated tank car designs reduce the overall risk, the impact would remain

significant.

See also Section 5.4.3.1, Air Quality, above for additional discussion of cumulative health risk.

2.17.4.3.8 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality

The geographic area for the analysis of cumulative hydrology and water quality and water quality
impacts is the Lake Herman/Sulphur Springs Creek watershed, particularly the urbanized
southern portion of the watershed in the vicinity of the Project, which drains into Suisun Bay, as
well as surface water and groundwater resources traversed by the railroad system between the
Refinery and the Project-related crude oil’s points of origin. The cumulative analysis considers
the relevant past, present, and probable future projects listed in Table 5-1 with regards to the
cumulative geographic area.

Several other recent, current, and foreseeable future projects are located within the Refinery site,
in the urbanized portion of the watershed, and along the margin of Suisun Bay and Carquinez
Straits. The watershed in the vicinity of the Project outside of Refinery property has been
urbanized and no longer reflects historic conditions in terms of stormwater quality, volume, and
drainage. The majority of the surfaces within the Refinery, including most locations affected by
the Project, are covered with impervious surfaces and as a result, stormwater runoff is generally
rapid and surface infiltration rates are very low. Stormwater flows in the portion of the watershed
adjacent to the Project are generated as runoff from paved surfaces and drain down gradient into
stormwater conveyance systems and can contain pollutants typical of urbanized watersheds.
Sulphur Springs Creek in the vicinity of the Project has been channelized to provide flood
protection and convey stormflows to Suisun Bay.

Concurrent construction of the Project and other projects in the cumulative geographic area
surrounding the Refinery could result in increased erosion of exposed soils during land disturbing
activities and subsequent sedimentation, which could have a cumulative effect on the water quality
of receiving waters. Also, any inadvertent release of fuels or other hazardous materials during
concurrent construction of projects could affect the water quality in the stream channels or storm
drains that eventually flow into Suisun Bay and Carquinez Straits. As described under Impact 4.8-1
in Section 4.8.5, the applicant would minimize Project impacts relating to construction water quality
by complying with the Valero SWPPP (RWQCB, 2013) for the Refinery property, applicable water
quality regulations, and implementing a stormwater management plan employing best management
practices (BMPs), and practicing control measures to manage and reduce erosion, stormwater
runoff, and sedimentation downstream (Mitigation Measure 4.8-1). Adherence to these
requirements would reduce potential cumulative impacts associated with stormwater runoff and
water quality associated with construction of the Project.
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2. Revisions to the Draft EIR

Operation of the Project would not represent a substantial land use change within the watershed
compared to current conditions at the site and in the surrounding area. The Project site is
currently paved with impervious surfaces and storm runoff generated at the Project site would be
similar to the existing runoff on-site. Stormwater runoff would continue to be managed as
required by the Refinery NPDES Permit. The stormwater outfalls are permitted under the
Refinery NPDES permit, which sets stormwater outfall discharge limits. The NPDES discharge
requirements, established by the RWQCB, are themselves measures based on consideration of
cumulative effect. The Project in combination with other projects at neighboring refineries and
the non-refinery projects in the geographic area for the analysis of cumulative impacts have
effluent discharges that contribute pollutants to Suisun Bay and the Carquinez Straits. Although
other projects listed in Table 5-1 that are located along the waterfront could also involve similar
activities that could affect water quality in Suisun Bay or Carquinez Straits, the Project’s
contribution to this cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable with compliance
with existing regulations.

As noted in Revised DEIR Section 2.12, an oil spill along mainline tracks could result in a
significant impact to water resources and water quality, depending upon the location of the spill.
While non-Project crude oil trains would use some of the same routes as the Project trains, the
likelihood that two or more trains would derail and spill crude oil into the same water body is
remote. Therefore, because a spill would be unlikely to occur during cumulative conditions, the
cumulative impact would be less than significant.

The Project would not result in adverse effects related to stormwater drainage and erosion,
flooding, tsunami inundation, and would therefore not contribute to cumulative impacts related to
these topics. Given the measures taken to reduce and avoid hydrologic and water quality impacts
related to construction and operation of the Project, the Project would not be expected to make a
considerable contribution toward any cumulative water quality or hydrology related impacts and
there would be no cumulative impact associated with the Project. No mitigation is required.

2.17.4.3.9 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.9, Land Use and Planning

The construction and operation of the Project, in addition to other Refinery projects and other
non-refinery development, would not result in cumulative impacts to land use. Development and
its cumulative effects are considered in the City of Benicia General Plan (1999). As discussed in
Impact 4.9-1, the Project would be consistent with the adopted General Plan and its applicable
land use designations and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
environmental effects. The Project would not contribute to cumulative land use changes in the
City of Benicia (or anywhere along the railroad system between the Refinery and the Project-
related crude oil’s points of origin) because the Project would not result in any change to existing
land use or conflict with adopted plans at the Project site, ef surrounding area, or elsewhere.

Cumulative impacts related to conflicts with BAAQMD and RWQCB regional plans for air
quality and water quality are analyzed in Sections 5.4.3.1 and 5.4.3.8, respectively, above. The
Project’s contribution to those impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. No mitigation is
required.
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2.17.4.3.10 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.10, Noise

As described above, the VIP was completed in 2011 except for construction and operation of a
replacement hydrogen plant. However, the Refinery has sufficient hydrogen now to process the
wide range of crudes that it now uses and Valero is in the process of determining whether or not
to implement this approved project. If implemented, this hydrogen plant could result in noise
levels that could combine with those of the Project to result in a cumulative noise impact.
According to the Draft EIR for the VIP, noise producing equipment that would be associated with
the alkylation unit modifications and the selective hydrogeneration facilities would produce
steady equipment noise levels of less than 30 dBA at the nearest residential receptors (City of
Benicia, 2002). When combined with the loudest noise levels that would be associated with the
Project (train horn soundings), the hourly L.q associated with the hydrogen plant would not
incrementally add to the train horn hourly L, of approximately 40 dBA, and would not exceed
the City’s nighttime hourly L, limit of 50 dBA. The existing average hourly L, noise levels for
day, evening, and nighttime hours at the nearest residences to the Project site range between

51 dBA and 56 dBA, so the combined noise levels should not contribute to an adverse cumulative
impact.

Other cumulative projects at the Refinery, including the Maintenance Dredging at Valero
Refinery Crude Dock project, and the Refinery NPDES Permit Reissuance project are ongoing
and part of the baseline for the Project. The other cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 would
occur more than a mile away from the Refinery and would not be a concern for cumulative noise
impacts. There are no other approved or Projects at the Refinery or in the vicinity of the Refinery
that would lead to cumulative noise impacts along with the Project.

Therefore, the Project’s less-than-significant individual noise impacts would not be cumulatively
considerable, and would result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact.

For uprail impacts, the Project would have no impact regarding exceeding noise standards of
uprail communities or generation of ground borne vibration or ground borne noise; therefore, the
Project would not contribute to these potential cumulative impacts. The Project’s incremental
additional noise generated along mainline rail routes would be similar to baseline conditions.
Thus, the Project’s contribution of one or two trains per day to cumulative ambient noise impacts
would not be considered significant.

2.17.4.3.11 DEIR Subsection 5.4.3.11, Transportation and Traffic

A 1.5 percent per year growth rate was applied to existing traffic volumes, which is similar to the
1.6 percent per year rate used in the Benicia Business Park EIR for the period between 2006 and
2030. It is noted that according to 2006 and 2013 count data collected at the intersection of Park
Road / Bayshore Road, traffic volumes have not increased during the seven-year period,
potentially due to the recent economic downturn.

Under cumulative volume conditions, vehicle queues associated with the 50-railcar crossing again
would extend back onto the northbound 1-680 off-ramp, but not onto the 1-680 mainline. Queues
also would extend back to the Park Road / Refinery Driveway, but would not reach Industrial
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Way. Traffic volumes in the evenings and late nights are much lower within the study area
compared to the peak traffic periods. During the 9:00 — 10:00 PM hour, the resulting queues
during a train crossing would be no longer than five vehicles. Although the proposed 50-railcar
train crossing would block Park Road for over 8 minutes, the resulting queues would be contained
within the provided intersection storage capacity at Park Road / Bayshore Road during the 9:00 —
10:00 PM hour. The 9:00-10:00 PM hour was used in this analysis to represent the off-peak
period of 7:00 PM-6:00 AM as stated in the traffic analysis for the DEIR. If the proposed train
crossings occur during the 7:00 PM — 6:00 AM period, resulting gueues on the west side and east
side of the tracks would not exceed the provided storage capacity, and would not extend back and
affect the operations of other study intersections.

Project train crossings occurring during the 9:00 AM - 7:00 PM period would generate queues on
the west side of the tracks that would extend back onto Bayshore Road and affect the operations
of the 1-680 ramp-terminal intersections, but would not extend back onto the 1-680 mainline.
Queues on the east side of the tracks would generally be contained within the Park Road segment
between the tracks and Industrial Way, affecting access to and from Refinery driveways and the
U-Store-It driveway. The segment of Park Road between the at-grade railroad crossing and
Industrial Way provides a two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL), and because the great majority of
westbound traffic approaching Bayshore Road on Park Road turns left, those drivers would be
expected to use the TWLTL as a queue storage lane, and other westbound drivers would use the
through lane as a means to turn right into the Refinery (or as a queue storage lane if they intend to
go straight on Park Road or to turn right onto Bayshore Road).

The change in average vehicle delay at the Park Road crossing associated with the 8.3-minute
duration when the Project’s trains could block traffic at that crossing would increase the average
vehicle delay in an hour by about 0.8 second, which is less than the one-second threshold of
significance when the train crossing currently operates at LOS F. The Project impacts would be
less than cumulatively significant.

Other crude by rail projects listed in Table 5-1 could travel on the same UPRR routes used by the
Project within California, and beyond. Two of these projects, Alon Bakersfield and Plains All
American, would use tracks leading south from Sacramento so they would not combine with
Project trains between the Refinery and Sacramento. In addition, these two projects, as well as
some of the other crude by rail projects, would use BNSF tracks for portions of their trips, thus
they would not combine with the Project to affect passenger train performance when traveling on
non-UPRR tracks. The additional crude by rail trains listed in Table 5-1 are not anticipated to
substantially reduce the on-time performance of passenger trains on these routes. Therefore, the
Project’s less-than-significant impact would not be cumulatively considerable, and the impact
would be less than significant.
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2.18 DEIR Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives

DEIR Chapter 6 (p. 6-1 et seq.), Analysis of Alternatives, explains the CEQA context for the
EIR’s analysis of alternatives in Section 6.1, General Considerations (DEIR p. 6-1 et seq.);
identifies the potentially significant impacts of the Project in Section 6.2 (DEIR p. 6-4); describes
potential alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further consideration in

Section 6.3 (DEIR p. 6-4 et seq.) and, in Section 6.4 (DEIR p. 6-6 et seq.), describes the potential
alternatives that were carried forward for detailed analysis. DEIR Section 6.2 (DEIR p. 6-4) and
6.4.2.1 (DEIR p.6-7 et seq.) are being revised to reflect the impact conclusions reached in this
Revised DEIR. No other changes to DEIR Chapter 6 are proposed.

2.18.1 DEIR Section 6.2, Potentially Significant Impacts of the
Project

As explained above, CEQA requires the lead agency to identify and evaluate a reasonable range
of alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant adverse
environmental impacts of the Project. This EIR evaluates the potential impacts of implementing
the Project. As discussed in detail in DEIR Chapters 4 and 5 and this Revised DEIR, after the
implementation of the mitigation measures proposed in this EIR, there would still remain a
significant and unavoidable impacts to the following resources: [1]

. Air Quality (see Impacts 4.1-1, 4.1-1b,-and-4.1-2, 4.1-5, and 4.1-7) from indirect NO
emissions along the Union Pacific Railroad mainline.

. Biological Resources (see Impact 4.2-10) from adverse effects on candidate, sensitive, or
special-status wildlife species resulting from collisions with trains.

. Greenhouse Gas Emissions (See Impacts 4.6-1 and 4.6-2) from generation of GHG.

. Hazards and Hazardous Materials (see Impacts 4.7-2, 4.7-6, and 4.7-9) from adverse effects
resulting from upset of tank cars during accident conditions. [{]

All other environmental impacts associated with the Project were determined to be insignificant.

2.18.2 DEIR Section 6.4.2.1, Alternative 1 — Limiting Project
to One 50-Car Train Delivery per Day

Under this alternative, the Project would operate with a 50% reduction in the proposed number of
train deliveries to the Refinery per day.28 Deliveries would be limited to a maximum of one
50-car train each day, containing a daily total of 35,000 barrels. This single train would be
delivered during nighttime hours (between 8:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.) and once emptied, would
depart the Refinery during nighttime hours and be returned to its origination point. All other
aspects of this alternative would be the same as the Project.

28 The Refinery has limited space in proximity to the proposed unloading rack. Therefore, it is capable of accepting
delivery of only 50 railcars at a time.
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Analysis

Alternative 1 would have essentially the same impacts as the Project except in the areas of air
quality and climate change. Alternative 1 would reduce the emission of criteria pollutants, toxic
air emissions, and greenhouse gases from trains as compared with the Project. At the same time,
however, Alternative 1 would result in smaller reductions in the same pollutants from marine
vessels. Overall, Alternative 1 would result in greater emissions of criteria pollutants, toxic air
emissions, and greenhouse gases.

As with the Project, under Alternative 1 locomotive emissions would have a significant NOy
impact within the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District (AQMD), Tehama County
APCD, Butte County AQMD, Siskiyou County APCD, Shasta County AQMD, Lassen
County APCD, Northern Sierra AQMD, Feather River AQMD, and Placer County APCD.
Alternative 1, however, would avoid the Project’s significant NO, impact in the Sacramento
Metro AQMD.

Significant impacts to biological resources and hazards and hazardous materials (including
secondary effects) would be reduced compared to the Project because 50% fewer trains would
deliver crude oil to the Refinery. This would reduce the probability that derailment of a Project-
related train could occur. However, the potential adverse effects resulting from a subseguent spill
and/or fire would remain significant. By eliminating two rail crossings per day, Alternative 1
would reduce local traffic impacts.

Alternative 1 would not allow Valero to fully achieve the primary Project objectives 1 and 2,
which includes receiving as much as 70,000 barrels of North American crude oil by rail and
achieving reductions in maritime deliveries and emissions (see Section 6.1.2, above), but would
still fulfill Project objectives 3 through 5.

As explained in Section 3.7, Union Pacific has taken the position that any limitation on the
volume of product it ships or the frequency, route, or configuration of such shipments is
clearly preempted by federal law (See Appendix L). Thus, Alternative 1 may be legally
infeasible.

2.19 DEIR Chapter 7, Report Preparation

DEIR Chapter 7 (pp. 7-1, 7-2), Report Preparation, identifies Lead Agency authors of the DEIR
in Section 7.1.1, consultant and subconsultant authors of the DEIR in Section 7.1.2, and the
agencies and organizations contacted in Section 7.2. Section 7.1.2 is supplemented as noted
below. No other changes to DEIR Chapter 7 are proposed.
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2.19.1 DEIR Section 7.1.2, Consultants

Environmental Science Associates

550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108

Mike Manka and Chuck Bennett
Janna Scott and Tim Morgan

Cory Barringhaus
Tim Morgan

Matt Fagundes

Tim Rimpo

Chris Sanchez

Jack Hutchison
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Michelle Williams

Project Directors
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Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Noise
Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Noise

Transportation and Traffic

Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality
Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Air Quality; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Noise
Cumulative Impacts

Dave Powell, Consultant

Project Description

Bob Vranka, Ph.D., Consultant

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign Rail Transportation and
Engineering Center (RailTEC), Consultant

Christopher P.L. Barkan, Ph.D.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials
M. Rapik Saat, Ph.D. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Manuel Martin Ramos Hazards and Hazardous Materials

MRS, Consultant

John Peirson
Steve Radis

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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Anna C. Shimko CEQA Counsel to ESA
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Julia Lester, PhD, Environ, Consultant
Air Quality

Stephen J. McGovern. P.E., Ph.D, Consultant

Hazards and Hazardous Materials; Air Quality

2.20 DEIR Chapter 8, Glossary and Acronyms

DEIR Chapter 8 (p. 8-1 et seq.), Glossary and Acronyms, defines technical terms in Section 8.1
(DEIR p. 8-1 et seq.) and relevant acronyms and abbreviations in Section 8.2 (DEIR p. 8-5 et
seq.). No changes to DEIR Chapter 8 are proposed.

2.21 DEIR Chapter 9, References

DEIR Chapter 9 (p. 9-1 et seq.), References, identifies on a section-by-section basis the scientific
studies and other source materials relied upon in drafting the DEIR. DEIR Chapter 9 is being
supplemented to include the materials identified below, which are relied upon in this Revised
DEIR. No other changes to DEIR Chapter 9 are proposed.

2.21.1 DEIR Executive Summary

ERM, 2012. Land Use Permit Application Crude by Rail Project, Valero Benicia Refinery,
Benicia, California. December.

ERM, 2013. Valero Crude by Rail Project Description, Benicia Refinery Benicia, California.
March.

Valero, 2013a. Valero Responses to: Valero Crude by Rail Project Data Request Number 1
(1/18/13). February 1.

Valero, 2013b. Email of Sue Gustofson to Tim Morgan, Cory Barringhaus, and Charlie Knox
Regarding CBR Preliminary Project Drawing Update 3.18.2013. March 18.

2.21.2 DEIR Chapter 1, Introduction

Valero, 2014. Response to City of Benicia Information Request dated November 5, 2014.

2.21.3 DEIR Chapter 2, Summary of Environmental Impacts

U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2015a. Rankings: Crude Oil Production, January 2015
(thousand barrels) [http://www.eia.gov/state/rankings/#/series/46] March 30. Accessed
April 22.

U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2015b. Crude Oil Production. [http://www.eia.gov/
dnav/pet/pet_crd_crpdn_adc_mbbl_a.htm] March 30.
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2.21.4 DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description

RailPAC, 2014. Capitol Corridor Monthly Report (January, 2014).
[http://www.railpac.org/2014/02/20/capitolcorridormonthlyreportjanuary2014/] February
20, 2014. Accessed August 9, 2015.

Valero, 2013c. Response to City of Benicia Information Request dated November 26, 2013.

Valero, 2014. Response to City of Benicia Information Request dated November 5, 2014.

2.21.5 DEIR Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and
Mitigation Measures

2.21.5.1 DEIR Section 4.0, Approach to the Analysis of Impacts
Caltrans, 2013a. Final 2013 California State Rail Plan. May.

ERM, 2013. Valero Crude by Rail Project Description, Benicia Refinery, Benicia, California.
March.

2.21.5.2 DEIR Section 4.1, Air Quality

Butte County Air Quality Management District (BCAQMD), 2014. CEQA Air Quality
Handbook. Adopted October 23, 2014.

California Air Resources Board (CARB), 2009. Technical Options to Achieve Additional
Emissions and Risk Reductions from California Locomotives and Railyards. August.

California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA\), 2015. Air Toxics Hot
Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health
Risk Assessments. February.

Feather River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD), 2010. Indirect Source Review
Guidelines: A Technical Guide to Assess the Air Quality Impact of Land Use Project.

San Luis Obispo County, 2014. Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension and Crude Unloading
Project Revised EIR. October.

Tehama County Air Pollution Control District (TCAPCD), 2015. Air Quality Planning and
Permitting Handbook: Guidelines for Assessing Air Quality Impacts. April.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), 2009. Technical Highlights, Emission Factors
for Locomotives. April.

ERM, 2015a. Updated Methodology for Assessment of Health Risk and PM2.5 Concentrations at
the Refinery and at Receptors near Locomotive Tracks in Fairfield, CA (11 June 2014)
Amended 15 June 2015. June 15, 2015 Memorandum from Cheri Velzy, ERM to Lynn
McGuire, ERM. (Revised DEIR Appendix B)

ERM, 2015h. Methodology and Results for Project Health Risk Assessment at Project-Specific
Uprail Locations between Roseville, California and the Oregon and Nevada Borders. June
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22, 2015 Memorandum from Cheri Velzy, ERM to Lynn McGuire, ERM. (Revised DEIR
Appendix C)

ERM, 2015c. Qualitative Assessment of Cumulative Contribution of Health Impacts near Rail
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