
Response from Lara Delaney, candidate for City Council 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide my thoughts about some of the important 

environmental issues facing Martinez that you have identified. 

To answer your first question regarding the issue of crude-oil by rail, I am, of course, concerned 

about the increasing amount of hazardous materials transported through Martinez.  As the 

City’s representative on the County Hazardous Materials Commission, I appreciate your efforts 

to bring this matter to the attention of the general public and affect policy decisions.   

As you know, due to our geographic context, with major rail lines running through significant 

portions of Martinez and heavy industry surrounding much of the shoreline areas of the region, 

it is necessary that we grapple with the environmental, economic, health and public safety 

impacts of materials movement on Martinez residents.  However, it is important to note that 

the role of the City is quite limited, as the Federal, State, and County governments have 

regulatory authority and oversight in this arena.  Nevertheless, as a directly impacted 

community, we can certainly express our opinions and our preferences regarding goods 

movement through our jurisdiction.   

Though our role is predominantly advisory and advocacy, we can, and should, advocate at all 

levels of government for the utilization of safer rail cars, for the transport of safer materials at 

the safest speeds, for the on-going inspection and maintenance of rail lines and rail bridges, and 

for additional emergency response and preparation resources, including response trainings.  

We can also advocate for more public information about these matters, and again, we should 

do so on a local, regional, statewide and national basis.  I look forward to giving due 

consideration to this issue when it comes before the City Council for action, in the near future. 

With respect to AB 380 (Dickinson), as a member of the County’s Hazardous Materials 

Commission, I made the motion to recommend that the Board of Supervisors support the bill if 

amended to provide greater access of information by the public.  (The Board unanimously 

supported the bill.)  The bill will provide measures to increase public safety by helping protect 

communities against catastrophic accidents.  AB 380 will require that rail carriers provide more 

information about the movement and characteristics of crude oil and other hazardous 

materials, in order to better prepare emergency response officials in the case of an accident.  

The bill is on the Governor’s desk for consideration, and while not perfect (as no bill is), it is a 

step in the right direction. 

As for measures I would support to enhance our emergency response capabilities, bills such as 

AB 380 and SB 1319 (Pavley)--which was recently gutted and amended, are important tools to 

provide additional information to our emergency responders.  In addition to better and more 

information, financial resources are needed to provide for emergency response plan 

development, on-going training for responders, and accident response equipment and 

materials.  Industry plays a vital part in providing these resources, and I assume their part will 



continue to grow.  I am also encouraged by the successful implementation of the CERT 

(Community Emergency Response Team) program in Martinez, which has flourished for many 

years through the dedication of hundreds of volunteers and sponsorship by the City of 

Martinez.  

Regarding the matter of unimpeded public access to the Ozol rail yard, which was leased to 

Southern Pacific in 1997, it is incumbent on the Council to notify SP about our specific concerns 

and to request that steps be taken to address them.  While our powers of enforcement are 

limited in this regard, a letter from the Mayor could have influence and yield positive effects.   

 My opinion on the BDCP, ‘Twin Tunnels’ Project: 
 
The ability for the state, local governments, and water purveyors to store, recycle, and transfer 
water efficiently and effectively has, and will always be, the foundation of California’s growth and 
prosperity. As such, I strongly question the efficacy of the proposed Bay Delta Conservation Plan 
(BDCP) for a myriad of reasons, primary of which is that the costs of BDCP far outweigh its 
proposed benefits, for both the Delta and the state as a whole. The project stands to irreparably 
harm the Delta while failing to provide a broad base of statewide benefits and simultaneously 
pushing the ever-ballooning costs on ratepayers and taxpayers at large. 
  

1)      The BDCP stands to harm the Delta and its communities through increased salinity 
intrusion into the San Francisco Bay and the condemnation of productive farmland for 
intake and pumping facilities and mitigation-related habitat restoration projects. 
  
2)      The cost of the BDCP is uncertain and may be far higher than the proposed $24.8B; 
current project estimates range up to $50B over 50 years and wouldn’t result in a single 
drop of new water. A recent LAO study on financing  BDCP stressed that current cost 
estimates of BDCP may be inaccurate due to the potential for greater land costs and cost 
overruns and cited that ”the single cost estimate provided by BDCP does not fully capture 
the range of potential costs.” Furthermore, the current costs estimates fail to account for 
impact mitigation payments.  Consequently, the LAO concluded it is “unclear whether 
benefits of tunnels [BDCP] will outweigh costs”.  Finally, as a point of comparison, the final 
cost of the new east span of the Bay Bridge, the most recently completed major capital 
project in the state, was over four times its original estimate. 

  
3)      BDCP is already beset by legal challenges that increase opportunity costs and cast 
further doubt on an already suspect project. Namely, the California Supreme Court will 
be reviewing a recent Court of Appeals ruling that the state does not have a pre-
condemnation right to enter private properties in the Delta without the permission of the 
landowners for preliminary tests related to the construction of BDCP. Should the 
California Supreme Court uphold the Court of Appeals ruling, BDCP could face crippling 
delays as state navigates the condemnation process, incurring ever increasing 
opportunity costs at the expense of pursuing more immediate and cost effective project 



alternatives.  Moreover, the Environmental Protection Agencies has recently decreed that 
the BDCP would violate the Clean Water Act. 
  

Given these realities, I hope California lawmakers will join in seeking a true statewide water 
solution, which BDCP fails to provide, that equitably balances economic and environmental 
considerations and provides clean and reliable water to all Californians. 

 


