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Dear California Government Official: 

SLO County's Planning Commissioners have at last voted Up or Down on Phillips 66's plan to 

bring flammable crude oil trains to SLO County and California.  Read our October 

newsletter (attached).  It includes ... 

 

► The well-thought-out reasons why the Commission DENIED permission to build the P66 

rail terminal. 

 

► How P66 has already appealed to the Board of Supervisors, and the specific arguments 

they're making. 

 

► Why a candidate for SLO County Supervisor would have to recuse himself from voting 

on the P66 project. 

 

► How the mayor of Paso Robles is standing tall in opposition to the P66 plan. 

 

► Why Shell Oil just pulled the plug on a crude oil rail terminal in Washington. 

 

► How Benecia's City Council didn't buckle; they've officially rejected Valero Oil's rail 

terminal project. 

 

► The warning that the Chairman of the NTSB is sending out about crude oil trains in U.S. 

cities. 

 

► How P66 responded inappropriately when their crude oil recently leaked into San Pablo 

Bay.  

 

While we all welcome the Planning Commission's decision, we must continue to remain 

committed and engaged as the process moves on to SLO County's Board of 

Supervisors.  Look for information in this newsletter on when and how you can act. 

 

Respectfully, 

The Mesa Refinery Watch Group 

www.mesarefinerywatch.com 
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• Citizens Become Collateral Damage


- www.mesarefinerywatch.com
- "Like Us" on Facebook at Mesa Refinery Watch


______________________________________________________________________________


Copyrighted © 2016, Mesa Refinery Watch Group.  
All rights reserved, including reproduction of this newsletter in whole or in part.


(Please see Contents on the next page.)







CONTENTS 


DON’T HAVE TIME TO READ IT ALL?


First Download This Document To Your Desktop.
Determine The Content That Interests You; Then Click On The Red Page Numbers


__________________________________________________________________________________


 Page
A. What’s NEW That You Need To Know 


1. Planning Commission Votes To Reject P66’s Crude-By-Rail Project 4


a. Prior To The Vote 4


b. The Final Vote -- “NO! NO! NO!” 4


2. Excerpts From Commissioners - Why They Voted To Accept Or Reject P66’s Project 5 - 8


a. Commissioner Jim Harrison (In FAVOR Of The Project) 5


b. Commissioner Don Campbell (In FAVOR Of The Project) 5


c. Commissioner Ken Topping (Voted To REJECT The Project) 6


d. Commissioner Eric Meyer (Voted To REJECT The Project) 7


e. Commissioner Jim Irving (Voted To REJECT The Project) 8


3. Los Angeles Times Columnist Reports On The SLO Planning Commission’s Vote 9


4. P66 Waits Until The Last Moment, Then Appeals The Planning Commission’s Decision.
    Now, The Outcome Moves Into The Hands Of SLO County’s Board Of Supervisors. 10


5. “Don’t Chicken Out!”, A Resident Pleaded With Her City Council.  Guess What Happened? 11


6. A Potential SLO County Supervisor Has Stated 
 He Would Recuse Himself From Deciding Upon The P66 Project 12


7. Shell Oil Yields To Pressure From Washington State Citizens --
    Pulls The Plug On A Planned Crude Oil Rail Terminal  13


8. Benicia City Council Reaffirms Their Opposition To Valero Oil’s Plan For Crude-By-Rail 13 - 14


(continued on next page)


2







CONTENTS 
 Page


9. Cal Poly Named “Best In The West” For The Last Quarter Century.  
    But Will The Trend Continue? 15


10. More Than 15 MILLION People Live In The Six 
      California Counties That Oppose The P66 Plan 15


11. Pulling No Punches -- The NSTB Tells It Like It Is For Flammable Crude Oil Trains 16


12. What Happens When Fully-Loaded Petroleum Rail Tankers Have Nowhere To Go?
  They Can Sit On The Tracks For Months Or Longer! 16


13. P66’s Response To Reporting Crude Oil Spills - It’s Far From “Transparent” 17


14. Adding Insult To Injury -- After Union Pacific Almost  
      Incinerates Mosier And Then Builds Additional Track 
      Capacity, They Tell The Mayor They’re Launching An Ad 
      Campaign Touting How Safe Their Railroad Is In Oregon 17


15. It’s Non-Stop -- More Derailments, More Leaks, More Danger 18


16. Citizens Throughout SLO County And California Are UNITED & VOCAL --
      They Do Not Want P66’s Crude Oil Tankers In Their Communities 19 - 22


B. Why You Should Care About What P66 Intends For SLO County & California 23


C. References - Recent Videos & News Articles 24 - 27


D. MRWG Steering Committee Members; Logistics Of This Newsletter 28


3







A. WHAT’S NEW THAT YOU NEED TO KNOW


1. October 5, 2016 - Planning Commission Votes To Reject P66’s Crude-By-Rail Project


a. Prior To The Vote: The SLO County Planning Commission’s hearings had gone on for eight 
months.  On October 5th, officials first reviewed a list of “conditions of approval.” P66 
fought for certain conditions, but lost (e.g., using rail and trucks to bring in crude, longer 
hours of operation, etc.).  Officials then reviewed a “statement of overriding 
considerations” (basically reasons P66 had written to ignore all of the project’s impacts).


_________________________________________________________________________________


b. The Final Vote -- 
“NO! NO! NO!”:  


 Then came the 
moment we’ve 
worked for since late 
2013.  Each 
commissioner gave 
his personal view of 
the project, then 
stated how he would 
vote.  (See the following 
pages for excerpts of 
their statements*).  


 An earlier "straw" vote gave P66 a 3 - 2 edge.  Even though Commissioner Jim Irving had 
voted in favor, he later said he was undecided. Then he dug deep into the evidence. 
He ultimately recognized that P66's “overriding considerations” were unsupportable.  


 That is -- they had not made the case for running out of California crude; therefore their 
implied threat of closing the refinery and job loss lacked credibility; and, there would be no 


economic impact on SLO 
County if the rail project was 
denied.


With his vote swinging 
toward rejection (along with 
Eric Meyers and Ken 
Topping), the day was carried.  
By a 3 - 2 margin, the Planning 
Commission rejected P66's 
proposal.


*See the video of their complete statements at http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/meetings.htm.  
Click on “Watch” for the Oct. 5, 2016 meeting.  Go to 3 hrs., 49 min., 38 seconds on the scroll bar.
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2. Excerpts From Each Commissioner - Why They Voted To Accept Or Reject P66’s Project 


a. Commissioner Jim Harrison 
    (Voted In FAVOR Of The Project):


▶ “Everybody uses oil.  I don’t think this is any greater 
danger (with the rail project).  The rails are fine.  (Rail) 
is just as safe as pipelines.”  (Actually, research proves 
pipelines are far safer than rail*.)


▶ “They’re not proposing to bring in the oil from 
Canada that everybody’s concerned about. (This too is 
inaccurate; see link to FEIR below**).  “This crude that 
(they want to) bring in is similar to the crude being 
hauled (now).”  (Crowd murmurs “no, that’s wrong.”)  
Mr. Meyer replied - “Not at all. When you add 


(diluent) it’s completely different.”***


*http://goo.gl/kRjJUY   **http://goo.gl/Wtk2AC (page 2-34, bottom paragraph). *** http://goo.gl/Zs0guq
______________________________________________________________________________


b. Commissioner Don Campbell 
     (Voted In FAVOR Of The Project):


“I’m a strong believer in capitalism.”  


“A degree of risk is always there.  Statistically it’s not 
unimportant, but very small as opposed to all the trains 
carrying oil going by this place.”


(See next page for additional comments from commissioners.)


 
SPECIAL NOTE


Commissioners Harrison & Campbell who voted in favor of the project
NEVER ONCE mentioned that their rationale included:


 
• P66 running out of California crude to process in their refinery.


• The refinery might close.
• Jobs would be lost.


• SLO County’s economy would suffer if the rail terminal was denied.


Therefore, even those commissioners did not buy P66’s fictitious
claims, all meant to mislead the public and officials.
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c. Commissioner Ken Topping (Voted To REJECT The Project):


▶ “The area downwind has 
been planned for residential 
growth.  We were involved in 
an extension of that plan.  
Housing has, is and will be 
built based on those plans.  Yet 
this (project) aggravates the 
conflict of land uses -- 
industrial and residential.  
There’s a problem here.”


▶ “The thing that concerns me 
most are the health effects.  
There is a problem on the 
Mesa -- the wind and dust 
which are already there.  
Why make a difficult 
situation worse?  I just don’t 
believe it’s right.”


▶ “Conditions (of approval) we’ve been talking about are so complex, I do not believe 
them to be truly enforceable.  How big is the budget going to be for the environmental 
monitor?  What arguments can we foresee about costs? It’s a conflict I think is 
irresolvable.”


(See next page for additional comments from commissioners.)


 
• “State law requires consistency of land use with the General Plan.  
The proposal is not consistent with the General Plan safety element, 
which calls for reducing harm to individuals and the environment 


from hazards including hazardous materials.  


 • “To be consistent  the project would need to bring about a net 
reduction in harmful effects, which our consultant has said is not possible.”
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d. Commissioner Eric Meyer (Voted To REJECT The Project) - See Link Below:


▶ “In Lac Megantic (rail disaster) 
the cost is going to be $2.5 
billion Canadian.  But the 
railroad was tapped out at $25 
million and went bankrupt.  The 
people of Quebec are paying.  


 “So who winds up paying is 
something we need to consider.   
Those (on the Planning 
Commission) in favor (of the 
project) say the risk is 
acceptable.  It’s the taxpayers’ 
risk.  It’s the risk (we take) in 
this case is for the applicant and 
their profits and 12 jobs.”


▶ “We have been told the likelihood of a wreck does exist, albeit small. (Commissioners 
voting in favor) have decided this is an acceptable risk. You are willing to accept the 
possibility of 1 death or 20 or 100. You are saying taxpayers and property owners should 
accept the risk to their pocketbooks and property, so this oil company can achieve a 
higher margin, and that that margin is more important.  I strongly disagree.”


▶ “We have supervisors of seven counties, representing over 10 million people, all telling 
us to NOT approve this project. We have the city councils of dozens of cities. 


 “We have teachers’ unions, student bodies, health professional associations, etc. -- all 
asking us to vote no. Not one of these entities asked us to vote yes.”  These are not 
“nimbys.” These are not special interest groups. These are our fellow Californians.”


Read Eric Meyer’s full statement in opposition -- https://themovement.com/
(See next page for comments from Commissioner Jim Irving.)


 
• “In my 9 years as a planning commissioner, the people who commented 


on this project outnumber all other projects added together,
that I have ever considered.


• “I have read every one of the more than 21,000 comments submitted 
to this commission.  At least 96% asked us to vote against this project.


• “Where are those people (who are in favor of the project)?
Why are they not here in great droves?”
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e. Commissioner Jim Irving (Voted To REJECT The Project):


▶ “I want to thank the staff for 
their incredible work on this.”


▶ “I understand capitalism.  I 
support Phillips’ need to keep 
competitive.  However, I’m 
very disappointed in Phillips. (I 
asked them for) a tightly 
defined project.  We heard 
nothing from them from May 
until August.  


 “Then the first thing we got 
was a request for a 
continuance, which made 
absolutely no sense to me.”


▶ “The applicant stated there’s an issue with the supply of crude.  Here’s where I have to 
agree with the opponents.  


 “(Phillips) made this application prior to the disruption in oil supplies.  And while 
they’ve had diminished supplies currently, when this project started that was not the 
case.  So I find that an inadequate argument.”


▶ “I think about the issue of a train derailing within our County, at a time when we were 
fighting the Soberanes fire, the Chimney fire and the bombers (air tankers) were going 
down to I-15.  And I go ‘wow’ ... who’s going to be there to fight (ours) and protect us?


▶ “My authority extends to the site specific. (But those up and down the state) have 
legitimate concerns.”


        


 
• “Where my decision ultimately lies -


I don’t feel the statement of overriding considerations is sufficient 
to support the project.  I just don’t think the case has been


made appropriately by the applicant that we can
override the recommendations of our staff.  


“So therefore I am going to join Commissioner Meyer and
Commissioner Topping in voting to deny.”
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3. Los Angeles Times Columnist Reports On The SLO Planning Commission’s Vote


 Excerpts from LA Times’ Robin Abcarian’s October 12, 2016 column ...


 “(The vote) was a considerable victory, and not just for 
(residents on the) Nipomo Mesa, who would have been 
subjected to noise, nighttime lights and air pollution.  


 “It was also a win for millions of Californians who live, 
work or study near Union Pacific railroad tracks, whose 
health and safety could be imperiled by oil trains, which 
have a faultless safety record. Except when they derail and 
explode.  Which happens with increasing frequency.


 “When (the) Commission took its vote last week, the atmosphere in the room was tense.


 “Commissioner Eric Meyer gave a heartfelt speech about the responsibility he felt, not just to 
his constituents, but to all Californians in the path of crude oil trains: 


 “Commissioner Jim Irving went last. After a moment of suspense, he got to the point. He 
could not approve the project.  Phillips, he told me, had not made a cogent case that it 
needed the oil, and he was worried about train safety. He was mindful the tracks 
in Mosier had been inspected one week before the derailment, and irritated that Phillips and 
Union Pacific refused to share details about the integrity of railroad bridges and tracks.


 “Meyer told me how clever Irving had been. ‘He suffered four or five months of people 
saying, What kind of an idiot are you for voting in favor of the project (during the straw 
vote)?  He is not an idiot. He is brilliant. This move was sophisticated on his part, and 
allowed us as a Planning Commission to deny the project and craft conditions that will 
follow the project should the supervisors overturn our denial on an appeal’.”


       http://goo.gl/qmCz9Z


       For More Coverage Of The Planning Commission’s Vote, Go To:


• SLO Tribune:  http://goo.gl/A0FqTb • Pacific Coast Business Times: http://goo.gl/voU5da
• KCBX: http://goo.gl/WhrzrA • Sacramento Bee: http://goo.gl/jI2uar
• KCOY: http://goo.gl/NEsVBy • The New Times: http://goo.gl/V0fMXM


 ‘How can you say the profit of one multinational corporation, and the supposed 
creation of 12 jobs outweigh the possibility of just one death, one burn victim,


one person who loses their spouse or child?’
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4. P66 Appeals The Commission’s Decision; The Process Moves To The SLO Supervisor Level


 The Planning Commission’s staff, expert consultants and commissioners spent almost 
 three years of exhaustive investigative work, compiled three versions of the EIR, and held 


eight days of hearings.  Their findings led to a rational, defensible rejection of the rail terminal.


 Yet, as expected -- on October 19th, P66 appealed the decision to SLO County’s Board of 
Supervisors (BOS).  P66 summarized its contentions as follows (http://goo.gl/rS8qQ5):


a. The Desire For More 
Profitable, Imported 
Crude Oil: They wish 
to “connect the Refinery 
to the larger North 
American crude oil 
market” -- i.e., cheaper 
Canadian tar sands. 


 Note -- nowhere do 
they indicate that if 
their appeal is rejected, 
would they close the 
refinery or reduce head count.  This has always been only a implied threat, not a reality.


b. Timing Of The Discovery Of ESHA: “Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas” are 
protected by law.  Structures cannot be built upon them.  The Commission identified that 
ESHA exists at the terminal site.  P66 admits it, but argues the Commission didn’t identify 
the ESHA timely enough (which is still not a valid reason to destroy it).  P66 has filed a 
petition with SLO’s Superior Court about the matter.  And, P66 has requested that the BOS 
delay hearing the appeal, or not schedule it for hearing, until after the Court decision.


c. The Number Of Trains Per Week: P66 believes the commission erroneously used five 
instead of three trains per week in their calculations to deny the project.  Yet, both the final 
EIR and hearings clearly examined the “three train per week alternative.”  And, during the 
hearings, P66 never accused the commission of this error.  Now, their appeal pleads it.


d. Onsite Air Pollution: The Commission identified onsite emission impacts from the diesel 
locomotives ... one being “Class I, significant and unavoidable.”  Yet, P66 says they were 
treated unfairly because the Commission believes emission offsets are not possible.


e. Coastal Access: One Commission finding discussed possible “coastal access” through P66’s 
property.  P66 argues the finding contains “ambiguity” about whether access is required.  
They believe it should not be allowed.  (Note - a separate appeal has been filed by Mr. Jeff 
Edwards of Los Osos, who desires the coastal access.) Not meaningful to the overall issue!


Given all of the above, the BOS hearings are yet to be determined.
But when they occur, the Mesa Refinery Watch Group will yet again present


pinpoint, fact-based evidence as to why P66’s crude oil trains would be a grave danger to 
public safety and the economy throughout SLO County and the Central Coast.
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5. A Resident Pleaded With Her City Council - “Don’t Chicken Out!”  Guess What Happened?


On Oct. 18th the P66 project was on Paso Robles’ City Council 
agenda.  In the past their response was to write to Washington, 
suggesting tighter railroad/oil tanker regulations.  They refused 
to oppose the project with a letter to SLO County supervisors.


At this meeting, the city’s staff recommended asking County 
supervisors to reject the project.  Then, thirty Paso Robles and 
County citizens spoke out passionately and factually in 
opposition.  Not a single person spoke in favor.  
One Paso resident beseeched the council -- “Do the right thing!  
Please, do the right thing! DON’T CHICKEN OUT!”


Only one of five council members, Mayor Steve Martin, rejected 
the project.  Paraphrasing his remarks - “A year ago I didn’t 
oppose it.  But times changed.  Trains went off the rails.  
I spoke with Mosier Mayor Burns.  I read all the material from 


the hearings. We’ve had a ‘soft’ response from the federal government ... I think the only 
response we’ll receive to another message to them is a Christmas card.  I focus on facts.  


 I’m reversing my position.”  (http://www.goo.gl/wQkZKR)


 But there was undeniable political caution and a “pecking” order among council members.  
Councilman Fred Strong doubled down on his original stance -- insisting the council again 
write to the federal government, Union Pacific and P66.  And (although Paso Robles would 
face nine Class I impacts from the project) he insisted that it was only a “local land use” issue 
in South County, and Paso had no business “telling supervisors what to do.”  


 Unbelievably -- he even repeatedly laid blame for the rail/oil tanker problems on citizens 
in the room -- implying they hadn’t individually written to Congress months ago to support 
a related bill (attendees grumbled - “What bill?  What the heck’s he talking about?”).


 The only bone tossed to citizens and Mayor Martin -- a tepid, ineffectual letter of “concern” 
 (not opposition) will be sent to SLO County.  That way, Paso Robles won’t ruffle any feathers.


 The motion to write the above types of letters passed, 4 to 1, with the fearless mayor standing 
proud and voting no.  He declared - “This simply doesn’t go far enough.” 


 The Good News: If Mayor Martin wins the election for supervisor, at least we know he’ll do 
the right thing and represent citizens on the P66 issue.  (Please see the following story.)
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6. A Potential SLO County Supervisor Has Stated He Would Recuse Himself 
 From Deciding Upon The P66 Project


 There are two candidates running for supervisor in the Paso Robles area (District 1) -- 
 Paso Robles Mayor Steve Martin (shown at the left) and political consultant John Peschong.  
 Mr. Peschong has stated he favors the P66 project.  Mayor Martin opposes it 
 (see above story).


 But there’s been a revelation.  The SLO Tribune reported -- “(Pechong’s) political consulting 
and public affairs firm received $262,313 from Phillips 66.”  That amount was listed by P66 as 
“Other Political Giving” and “was the largest such contribution given to a company or an 
organization by more than $160,000.”


 Mr. Pechong did not give any timeframe or conditions attached to his future recusal ... just 
an unconditional promise to do so.


 Therefore, if he were to be elected and recuse himself as pledged, that would leave four 
supervisors to make the decision.  If they voted a 2 - 2 tie or 3 - 1 against the project, it would 
not go forward (a majority of supervisors is needed to overturn the Commission’s vote).


 Regardless, the MRWG and others will be working to educate SLO’s Board of Supervisors on 
why they should vote to protect citizens not Big Oil, and reject the project unanimously.


 http://goo.gl/AIW4sB


Consequently, Mr. Peschong told The Tribune and pledged to others
that if elected he would not vote on the project.  “I would recuse myself.”
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7. Shell Oil Yields To Pressure From Washington State Citizens --
 Pulls The Plug On A Planned Crude Oil Rail Terminal


Anacortes, WA is 80 miles north 
of Seattle, and is where Shell 
proposed an oil train unloading 
facility and rail spur.


But two days after a draft EIR 
was released, Shell withdrew its 
request.  Their reasoning -- 
"Economic conditions no longer 
support permitting of (a) rail 
unloading facility” ... i.e., they 
indicated that low crude prices 
made the project unviable.


But opponents had a different 
explanation -- 


 "Shell realized what people have been saying: Shipping oil by rail is bad for business, bad 
for our environment and threatens the safety of our communities. Big polluters are learning 
that they can't force through dirty, dangerous projects in the Northwest."


http://goo.gl/3VKrav • http://goo.gl/iLYN6H 


_____________________________________________________________________________________
8. Benicia City Council Reaffirms Their Opposition To Valero’s Plan For Crude-By-Rail


 In September, the Benicia City Council 
voted to deny Valero Oil a permit to 
build a crude oil rail terminal.  They 
then asked their staff for a list of 
“findings” to support that denial.  


On October 4, 2016, the council reviewed the findings, 
which indicated extensive onsite impacts where the 
terminal would have been built.  The findings also 
pointed out serious offsite (mainline) impacts, which 
they attached separately as an “FYI.”  The council then 
again unanimously approved a resolution to deny 
Valero’s proposal*.


We applaud Benicia’s Planning Commission and City 
Council for their decisive, fearless actions to protect 
their citizen’s health, safety and security, and their 
town’s reputation and economy. (http://goo.gl/yuyh2q)


*See excerpts from their powerful resolution on the next page.
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Benicia City Council Chooses The Right Direction
In Protecting Its Citizens, Environment, Businesses And Economy


Resolution To Deny The
Valero Crude-By-Rail Project (October 4, 2016)


(All text shown are direct quotes; a link to the entire resolution is below.)


BE IT RESOLVED THAT ...


1. The Surface Transportation Board has provided guidance that the City has the police power 
to protect public health and safety so long as it does "not discriminate against rail carriers or 
unreasonably burden interstate commerce.”


2. The Council finds the following grounds for denial:


a. The Project's benefits do not outweigh the Project's eleven significant adverse 
environmental impacts as identified in the EIR and the City is preempted from providing 
mitigation measures.


b. The proposed location and use are not 
consistent with the General Plan and 
will be detrimental to the public health, 
safety, or welfare of persons residing or 
working in the neighborhood. 


 (It will be) detrimental to properties or 
improvements in the vicinity or to the 
general welfare of the city in that the 
potential - however small - for a 
catastrophic explosion during the 
unloading of the tank cars on Valero's 
property is detrimental to the health, 
safety and welfare of the greater 
community.


c. The City Council cannot require adequate conditions for the Project which will mitigate the 
public health and safety impacts from traffic, potential derailments, oil spill, and explosion, 
among other impacts.


d. The City Council denies the appeal of Valero of the Planning Commission's decision and 
denies the use permit for the Crude By Rail Project.


e. If the City is sued by Valero, the City Attorney is directed to contact the various 
organizations in opposition to the Project to solicit funds to help defend the City.


Full Resolution: http://goo.gl/QmuVIw
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9. Cal Poly Named “Best In The West” For The Last Quarter Century.  
 But Will The Trend Continue?


 As per U.S. News and World Report -- Cal Poly has been recognized as one of the “best public 
master's level universities in the West” for 24 years in a row (#9 out of 124).  Plus, its 
engineering school ranks #5, and the university is #6 for “veteran friendly” schools.


 However, these awards are based on Cal Poly’s ability to attract students, who fuel the 
school’s financial success, which fuels investments in academics (hiring the best professors, 
facility improvements, etc.).  And much of that attraction is SLO County’s incredible 
environment -- all of which is put in jeopardy with flammable crude oil trains.


 How do students’ feel about crude oil tankers passing next to their school?  Check out their 
October 5th bicycle rally in front of SLO County’s Government Building. http://goo.gl/bngSs7


_____________________________________________________________________________________


10. More Than 15 MILLION People Live In The Six     
      California Counties That Oppose The P66 Plan


 Seven counties have written to SLO County officials 
pointing out how P66’s crude-by-rail plan would 
negatively impact their citizens’ health and safety.  
Those wise supervisors represent 15,434,562 men, 
women and children (2013 Census):


 • Alameda County   1,579,000
 • Los Angeles County 10,020,000
 • Monterey County      428,826
 • Santa Barbara County      435,697
 • Santa Clara County   1,862,000
 • Santa Cruz County      269,419
 • Ventura County      839,620


 But who’s most in danger? 
 The 276,443 citizens of SLO County!
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11. Pulling No Punches -- The NSTB Tells It Like It   
Is For Flammable Crude Oil Trains


 Opponents who’ve testified and written letters in 
opposition to P66’s crude oil tankers have been 
labeled as “fear mongers.”  


 We assume they’ll now say the same thing about 
the Chairman of the U.S. National Safety 
Transportation Board (https://goo.gl/gs1CMl) ...


___________________________________________________________________________________


12. What Happens When Fully-Loaded Petroleum Rail Tankers Have Nowhere To Go?
  They Can Sit On The Tracks For Months Or Longer!


What’s parked in Schellville, CA, near 
Sonoma?  A mile’s worth of rail tankers, 
many containing hazardous, liquefied 
petroleum gas bound for refineries (see 
photo).  They arrived recently and will 
remain “until winter.”


Protests arose.  One resident warned - 


“All it takes is some goofball saying let’s go blow something up, and look out!”  


 But as per The San Francisco Chronicle -- “The railroad industry maintains that shipping and 
storing petroleum (on tracks is) standard practice.” And regardless of local concerns, “only the 
federal government has the power to determine what can and can’t be on the tracks.”


 All of this is of course similar to the visual blight and danger Grover Beach experienced when 
Union Pacific, seemingly forever, stored its rusted cars on a siding near Grand Ave. 


 That of course brings us to P66’s plan to bring 80-car crude oil trains to SLO County.  Given 
the nation’s glut of crude oil, we wonder where they’ll park their excess, loaded tankers?


      http://goo.gl/I7E9ze


“We’ve been lucky thus far that derailments involving flammable liquids
in America have not yet occurred in a populated area.


“But an American version of Lac-Mégantic could happen at any time. 
Instead of happening out in the middle of a wheat field


it could happen in the middle of a big city.”


- NTSB Chairman Christopher A. Hart  (2016)
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13. P66’s Response To Reporting Crude Oil Spills - It’s Far From “Transparent”


 P66 operates a crude oil marine terminal in 
Rodeo, CA.  On Sept. 21st citizens smelled an 
acrid, sickening, petroleum odor.  The fire 
department received 800 calls and took dozens 
of residents to hospitals, some with congested 
lungs and headaches.  


 The city issued a “shelter in place” order.  A 
mile-long oil sheen was spotted in San Pablo 
Bay adjacent to a ship carrying P66 crude.  


 All of this caused officials to take P66 to task 
about their lack of openness.  According to 
KQED -- “(The) chief health and hazardous 
materials officer said Phillips took 10 hours to 
tell his agency about the spill, a delay that 
could have impacted the investigation. 


 ‘We lost valuable time in trying to determine 
where the oil came from.’ The refinery needs 
to notify local agencies faster next time.”


 CBS News also reported - “The refinery has been in violation of the Clean Air Act since 2013.”


 The MRWG believes this facility is likely the “sister” to P66’s Nipomo facility.  
 P66 considers the plants to be a single refinery connected by pipeline.


      https://goo.gl/EstqR2 • https://goo.gl/xKoGYw • http://goo.gl/H43gnb
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


14. Adding Insult To Injury -- After Union Pacific Almost  
      Incinerates Mosier And Then Builds Additional Track 
      Capacity, They Tell The Mayor They’re Launching An 
   Ad  Campaign Touting How Safe Their RR Is In Oregon


 Oct. 13, 2016; 
 Letter From UPRR To Mosier Mayor Arlene Burns:


 “It was good meeting you.  Broken lag bolts caused a Union 
Pacific (crude oil) train derailment in Mosier. We have 
worked since June 3 (and) replaced the bolts with spikes.  


 “To underscore the safety focus (of) Union Pacific, we are 
launching a MEDIA CAMPAIGN featuring Oregon-based Union Pacific employees. You 
may see the campaign on television, your Facebook feed, or on news sites.


 Many thanks,  Aaron Hunt; Director, Public Affairs”
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15. It’s Non-Stop -- More Derailments, More Leaks, More Danger


a.  Eugene, Oregon; Sept. 26, 2016: 


 Thirteen cars, one containing hazardous, liquified petroleum gas, derailed on a Union 
Pacific train.  It caused an evacuation and stalled automobile and train traffic.


 The tanker was on its side (above left), with other cars “tilted at crazy angles.”  
 The train had been traveling only 3 - 5 mph in the Union Pacific rail yard.


 A resident commented on the condition of the yard’s tracks: “They each have dates 
stamped on them.  Some date to the 1960s, but there are even some stamped 1945.”


 There was no release of the hazardous liquid.  The cause - a locomotive mechanical issue.
_______________________________________________________________________________


b.  Edmunston/Saint-Basile, New Brunswick; Cause Of April, 2015 Accident: 
  In April ’15 twenty tankers that had recently carried crude oil derailed (above right).  
 The cars were carrying crude oil “residue” along a curved track.


 The cause was “a combination of track conditions and rail wear ... which reduced the rail's 
lateral stability.”


 Investigators said “this could increase the risk that unsafe combinations of track conditions 
could be missed or remain unaddressed during track inspections.”
_______________________________________________________________________________


c.  Ferryville, Wisconsin; Sept. 22, 2016: 
  Heavy rains caused tracks to wash out and two locomotives and five cars (including two 


empty tankers) to derail.  A fuel tank ruptured and about 1,000 gallons of diesel emptied 
into the Mississippi River.  However, the railroad (BNSF) couldn’t go into the river to place 
a boom to capture the fuel, due to the river’s high water.


http://goo.gl/huaAP4 • http://goo.gl/mqviDo • http://goo.gl/jMxAyC •  http://goo.gl/fzLq2G • http://goo.gl/PBGXkl
http://goo.gl/EFlWoB
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16. Citizens Throughout SLO County And California Are UNITED & VOCAL --
      They Do Not Want P66’s Crude Oil Tankers In Their Communities


. Dorothy Modafferi Of Nipomo, 
In A Letter To SLO Planning 
Commissioners 


 Jim Irving, Ken Topping, 
 and Eric Meyer (Oct., 2016):


 “Thank you for listening to the 
public and your staff’s countless 
hours of research.  


 It is wonderful to know that some 
representatives listen to facts and 
concerns of not only SLO County 
residents, but also the vast 
numbers of institutions and 
residents in California who would have been affected by the Canadian crude oil trains.  


 “I am very proud of your reasonable thought processes and decision to protect 
 SLO residents, which is of course, your obligation and ultimately your legacy.”


. Cheryl Storton Of Arroyo Grande, In A Letter To SLO Planning Commissioner 
  Ken Topping (October, 2016):  


 “I encourage you to vote NO on this project.  Show courage and leave an important 
legacy in our county.  Your NO vote will demonstrate you are concerned with the health 
and well-being of citizens, and realize that importation of crude from Canada may result 
in a loss of income for this county when Phillips refines less local oil.”  


 (Mr. Topping subsequently voted “no project.”)


. Frank Kalman Of SLO County, In A Letter To The
  SLO County Building & Planning Department  (Sept., 2016):


 “There is no argument there is a history that these oil trains derail, explode and kill.  
 (I am angry) that anyone would endanger peoples’ lives just so they could make more 


money. I don’t think anyone’s job is worthy of endangering people’s lives.”


. Charles Varni Of Oceano, In A Letter To 
  The SLO Board Of Supervisors (Sept., 2016):  


 “Don’t miss this opportunity to keep our County safe from the consequences of the 
proposal.  There is too much state-wide opposition for all of them to be wrong.  


 The risk vs. gain analysis falls heavily on the risk side.”
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. Eric Greening Of Atascadero, In A Letter To The SLO Planning Commission 
  (September, 2016):


 “On July 8th Ryan Hostetter (staff 
project lead) wrote to Phillips - ‘This 
letter serves to inform you that without 
the necessary funding the county 
cannot complete processing (of your) 
application.’  Staff report Sept. 22nd - 
‘the additional fees have not been paid.’


 “This sets a terrible precedent: why 
should ANY applicant pay their fees if 
the option has opened (to) demand the 
same favored treatment being 
extended to Phillips?  


 “On what basis could any other freeloading applicant be discriminated against?  
Respect for laws and policies depends on equal treatment of all.”


. Dr. C. Hite Of DOWNTOWN San Luis Obispo, 
 In A Letter To The SLO Planning Commission (October, 2016):


 “The senior/disabled of my building have less opportunity to survive the smoke and fire 
from a rail accident. It doesn't matter if it is 3 or 5 trains (per week).  Who will come for 
the wheelchair bound, fragile, non-driving residents, where retired seniors attempt to 
live independently?


 “The County must consider that disabled persons will not have an equal opportunity to 
survive and be evacuated. One thing that scars a community is when elderly are 
abandoned to die during a disaster.  (The) Surgery Center (and) French Hospital 
(patients) near the tracks (would) have NO opportunity to flee an accident and survive. 


 “Needing surgery or having a baby becomes (under the P66 plan) an unacceptable 
risk. Any church service, graduation or gathering will carry a risk.”


. The “Jack London Improvement Association” Of Oakland, 
 In A Letter To SLO Planning Board Commissioner Jim Irving (Sept., 2016):  


 “Hundreds of homes and businesses in Jack London are within close proximity to rail, 
heightening our concern about safety and the potential economic and public safety 
impacts of the transport of crude oil. (We) support action by the SLO County Planning 
Commission to prevent the transport of oil by rail (to halt) the impacts of hazardous 
material transport on (our) economic well-being and quality of life.”
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. Lawrence Scarpacci of Goleta, 
 In A Letter To The SLO Planning Commission (October, 2016):


 “I live within 300 feet of the Union 
Pacific rail line.  If one tanker 
should leak or explode, within 
walking distance of my residence, 
two high schools, one junior high 
school, and three elementary 
schools would have to be 
evacuated.”


. Ann Ponzio of Chico, CA In A 
Letter To The SLO Planning 
Commission (Oct., 2016):


 “I live ‘up-rail’ in Butte County.  The tracks run through residential areas, close to schools 
and hospitals, creeks and rivers.  Inspection shows the tracks have the same defects that 
caused the derailment in Mosier.  


 “Also of very serious concern is the Feather River Canyon route ... classified as a 
 ‘High Risk’* route due to rock and mud slides.  Derailments are not uncommon here.  


(They) pour into the Feather River, a source of drinking water to millions of Californians.  
 Your vote is vital to protect the lives of our citizens.”


 *Note: The Cuesta Grade is similarly classified as a “High Risk” route.


. Alan Miller of Davis, CA In A Letter To The SLO Planning Commission (Oct., 2016):


 “There is a weakness in the rail infrastructure in Davis, CA.  I twice witnessed (a train) 
almost derail at mainline crossovers due to excessive speed/engineer error.  If you vote 
for this (P66) project, you will be condemning Davis to this unnecessary threat.”


. Ezra Beeman of Davis, CA In A Letter To The SLO Planning Commission (Oct., 2016):


 “I live less than half a mile from the railway with my wife and 3 kids under the age of 8.  
Trains have to slow down in Davis for a curve. Failure of the engineer to heed the speed 
limit could lead to derailment, fire, contamination, even explosive conflagration.


 “Please respect the costs you would be placing on upstream communities.”
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. John Douthitt of Davis, In A Letter To The SLO Planning Commission (Oct., 2016):


 “I’m 300’ from a long curve in the 
tracks.  If (a derailment) were to 
happen here, (our) chances of 
survival would be about 0.  


 “Ours is not the only big curve 
between you and Canada.  How can 
(the project) be worth it?”


. Cathy Forkas of Davis, Letter To The 
SLO Planning Commission (Oct. ‘16):


 “The Phillips trains would transit 
(through) a densely downtown 
populated area.  Over the years I have witnessed a major derailment and a jack-knifed 
train just up the block from my house and a few blocks from downtown.  We were very 
lucky that those freight trains did not contain toxic cargo!  Please do the right thing by 
voting NO.”


. Doreen Pichotti of Davis, In A Letter To The SLO Planning Commission (Oct., 2016):


 “The risk of derailment, fire, contamination and even explosive conflagration is 
significant.  I implore you to oppose this project.”


. City Attorney of Davis, In A Letter To The SLO Planning Commission (Oct., 2016):


 “Phillips 66’s Oil Train Project would bring 80-car oil train(s) through Davis on the way 
from Canada to San Luis Obispo County. An oil spill or worse would put thousands of 
people at risk and could cause millions of dollars in direct damages and additional 
economic losses to the Davis downtown that could take years to recover.


 “As you likely already know, the Surface Transportation Board has recently ruled that 
California localities, such as (SLO) County, are not preempted from denying permits, 
such as the one sought by Phillips 66.


 “We ask that you take the danger to the City of Davis into account in considering Phillips 
66’s permit request and, consistent with your staff’s recommendations, deny it.”


 http://goo.gl/3yQuX9 (click on “Post EIR Comments)
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B. WHY YOU SHOULD CARE ABOUT WHAT PHILLIPS 66 INTENDS 
 FOR SLO COUNTY & ALL OF CALIFORNIA


• Phillips’ Motivation: Phillips claims they are running out of California crude to process, and 
therefore jobs at their Nipomo refinery are at risk.  This is false.  Phillips’ corporate executives have 
stated in writing that they want their entire company to process lower-cost crude oil in order to 
generate higher profits.  That crude would be imported by rail from Canada.  


 They call it “taking a classic company in a new direction” ... i.e., it’s their self-proclaimed “crude-by-rail 
strategy.”  The issue is about higher profits by switching to rail delivery, not about protecting jobs.


• Phillips’ Proposal For SLO County: For 60 years, their refinery has received crude oil by pipeline ... 
not one drop by rail. Under their proposal, Phillips for the first time would bring in 20,000 rail 
tankers per year, fully loaded with Canadian “tar sands” crude.  Every year, 250 trains, each a mile 
long, would travel into the county.  Then the same 250 trains would depart (500 trains in total).*


 Along with the loaded tankers would come, for the first time, the construction of a rail terminal -- 
including a “railcar unloading facility”, a pumping station, and a new pipeline to move the crude 
within the refinery.  This would be accompanied by trucks and other vehicles to service the facility.


• The Negative Impacts Of Phillips Conducting Business In An Entirely New Way: 
 This represents an entirely new business model for Phillips - it’s a dramatic transformation in  the 


way they operate in SLO County and all of California.  This is not a benign “rail spur.” The issue is 
the new intensity of their operations and what they intend to bring in on those rails.  The impacts ...


- Shipments throughout California of highly flammable, diluted “tar sands” (“one of the world’s 
dirtiest and most environmentally destructive sources of fuel” - U.S. Sen. Barbara Boxer).


- Air pollution from diesel exhaust, the refining of tar sands and the resulting petroleum coke dust.


- Noise pollution from blaring whistles and track noise throughout SLO County & California.


- Light pollution from 15 to 30-foot-tall light towers surrounding the rail yard.


- Statewide visual pollution of mile-long trains laden with graffiti, each hauling 80 oil tankers.


- The potential for derailments and oil spills anywhere in SLO County & California.


- The potential for fires, explosions and toxic smoke anywhere in SLO County & California.


- The potential for severe property damage anywhere in SLO County & California.


- The potential for injuries and deaths anywhere in SLO County & California.


- The potential to damage the reputation of SLO County as a place to live, work and visit.


- The potential to slash local oil industry jobs, damaging the County’s GDP and taxes.


- And the potential to damage the economic well-being of our homeowners and businesses.


 Special Note: P66 claims that local officials are preempted by Federal law from protecting their 
citizens regarding anything related to the mainline railroad and the contents of the tank cars.  
However both SLO County Counsel and the CA Attorney General state it’s the obligation of local 
governments to take into account all impacts - both within and outside their geographical region.  


• What SLO County Officials Must Do: The County’s Planning Commission has already rejected the 
P66 plan. Now, the County’s supervisors must reject the P66 appeal.


*On Feb. 1, 2016 P66 reduced their proposal to 150 trains arriving per year (300 arriving/departing).
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C. REFERENCES - VIDEOS/NEWS ARTICLES DISCUSSED IN RECENT NEWSLETTERS
     (Stay current with news, articles and videos in-between newsletters at MesaRefineryWatch.com.)


 • Oxnard’s Mayor Warns That A Derailment Could Impact Our National Defense
     http://goo.gl/pNpe4n


 • Union Pacific - Far Behind In Implementing “Positive Train Control” (PTC)
      http://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/details/L18325


 • When You Do The Math, Which Is Safer -- Crude Oil Trains Or Pipelines?
     http://goo.gl/dU1ZEP • http://goo.gl/Guia53


 • The Ongoing Oil Glut - It’s Forcing P66 To Tighten The Valve On Crude Oil Refining
      http://goo.gl/xGMOn0 • http://goo.gl/UdeYOL • http://goo.gl/z1Qqra


 • MRWG Debunks P66’s “Statement Of Overriding Considerations”
      http://goo.gl/zIQitm


 • Los Angeles Times Column On 9/22/16 Hearing
           http://goo.gl/TWutKH


 • SLO Planning Commission Ignores Results Of STB Ruling And Action By Benicia
           http://goo.gl/jIfpfF • http://goo.gl/Vbapii


 • Video: After Derailments ...  What Are The Lasting Results For Citizens & Businesses?
            https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L3wz9kkcZyg&feature=youtu.be


 • California Slaps A Penalty On Crude Oil Tankers; The Railroads Sue California
       http://goo.gl/wSwVwG • http://goo.gl/b1Boud • http://goo.gl/LyfYZ5• http://goo.gl/mPFFQu


 • LATimes - What Would Happen If A Train Went Off The Rails On The Central Coast?
          http://www.latimes.com/local/abcarian/la-me-abcarian-oil-train-20160714-snap-story.html


 • Industry Executives Say The Future Of Shipping Crude Oil Is Via Pipeline, Not Rail
     http://goo.gl/lrlnKG


 • Once Again P66 Admits They’re Drowning In Inventories Of Crude Oil & Gasoline
     http://goo.gl/xGMOn0 • http://goo.gl/UdeYOL


 • The Oil Industry’s Twisted Logic - Oil Spills Are A Good Thing For Our Economy!
     http://goo.gl/vxVvDn • http://goo.gl/5m42XS


 • Union Pacific Trains Travel Fewer Miles, Yet Have The Most “Incidents”
      http://goo.gl/uE3jNu


 • P66 Unveils New Corporate Headquarters Tower In Houston - Employees Rejoice
   http://www.bizjournals.com/houston/morning_call/2016/06/first-look-inside-phillips-66s-new-houston-hq.html


  (continued)
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 • Citizens Rally Yet Again To Protest P66’s Crude-By-Rail Strategy
          • KSBY: http://goo.gl/0SOX1J  • KETY: http://goo.gl/C96L4e  • SLO Tribune: http://goo.gl/IfXmDQ
          • Santa Maria Times: http://goo.gl/H5wlfo and http://goo.gl/BztO4M  • YouTube: https://goo.gl/kVNcSV


 • How A Town Is Trying To Protect Its Children By Relocating Its Elementary School
    http://goo.gl/Uc2YjX


 • The Journal “Nature” Confirms How The Mining Of Tar Sands Is Damaging Our Air
       http://goo.gl/C69y0c


 • UPRR Is #1 In Penalties Assessed By U.S. Federal Railroad Regulators  
        http://abcnews.go.com/US/wireStory/union-pacific-cars-derailed-fined-7m-years-39820832


 • Federal Government Blames UPRR For Mosier, Oregon Crude Oil Train Derailment
   http://goo.gl/j18GAN


 • U.S. Senate Recognizes That Responders Are Undertrained For Crude Oil Rail Accidents
 http://goo.gl/yeFg3j


 • Engineering Professor: Stenner Creek Bridge Accident “Would Kill Many People”
 http://goo.gl/v7uSJX


 • Railroads Carrying Crude Oil Don’t Have Nearly Enough Insurance To Cover Disasters
 http://goo.gl/5ioQjc


 • The Planning Commission’s Public Hearings - May 16, 2016
 http://goo.gl/edKLr5 • http://goo.gl/7x6xe4 • http://goo.gl/kYqQSj • http://goo.gl/GhcZLq
 


• The Dept. Of Commerce -- Impacts From P66’s Plan “Could Be Disastrous”
 http://www.mesarefinerywatch.com/letters.html


 • The DOT System To Safeguard Us From Crude-By-Rail, Is Broken In Multiple Ways
 https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/FRA%20Oversight%20of%20Hazmat%20by%20Rail_Final%20Report%5E2-24-16.pdf
 http://www.post-gazette.com/opinion/editorials/2016/03/01/Trouble-on-the-rails-The-U-S-needs-better-oversight-of-crude-oil-cargo/stories/201603010021


 • A Personal Message To SLO County Officials From A Lac-Mégantic Survivor
 http://www.fwweekly.com/2015/12/30/danger-in-dilbit/


 • The Planning Commission’s Public Hearings - March 11, 2016
  http://www.ksby.com/story/31452032/phillips-66-oil-by-rail-plan-concludes-public-comment
        http://www.sanluisobispo.com/news/local/article65463482.html


 • The National Academy Of Sciences Spells Out Why Tar Sands Spills Are So Disastrous
 http://www.fwweekly.com/2015/12/30/danger-in-dilbit/
 http://www.nap.edu/read/21834/chapter/1


 • Scientists Link Cancer To The Petcoke Piles Generated By Tar Sands
 http://www.nationalobserver.com/2016/02/04/news/scientists-trace-cancer-linked-pollutant-oil-sands-stockpiles
 http://www.nrdc.org/energy/tar-sands-health-effects.asp


 • Benicia’s Planning Commission Just Told Big Oil - “Keep Your Trains Out Of Our City!”
 http://www.sacbee.com/news/local/transportation/article59969201.html


  (continued)
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 • The Planning Commission’s Public Hearings - Feb. 4 - 5, 2016


- KSBY - Day 1: http://www.ksby.com/story/31145147/hearing-begins-for-phillips-66-rail-spur-project-proposal
- SLO Tribune Day 2: http://www.sanluisobispo.com/news/local/article58661968.html#


 • Cal Poly Student Government, Representing 20,000 Students, Opposes P66 Plan
 http://mustangnews.net/students-oppose-oil-train-project/


 • Can Big Oil’s Rail Terminals Be Stopped?  Citizens Just Did It In Northern California!
http://www.contracostatimes.com/breaking-news/ci_29220910/pittsburg-proposed-wespac-oil-by-rail-shipping-terminal


 • Final Environmental Impact Report (click on “Phillips 66 Rail Spur Extension Project”)
 http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/environmental/EnvironmentalNotices/Phillips_66_Company_Rail_Spur_Extension_Project.htm


 • Washington Allowed Oil Train Terminals;  It Now Has Buyer’s Remorse 
http://ecowatch.com/2015/11/05/portland-opposes-oil-trains/
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/politics-government/article46607600.html
http://www.kgw.com/story/news/2015/10/13/firefighters-vancouver-oil-train-terminal-would-put-too-many-lives-risk/73889928/


 
 • Almost Half The Bridges Crossed By Oil Trains Are At Risk Of Failure


http://waterkeeper.org/cms/assets/uploads/2015/11/Deadly-Crossing-Web-Version.pdf


 • Additional Crude-Via-Pipeline May Be Available For P66’s Nipomo Refinery
 http://lompocrecord.com/news/local/article_da6da571-a37f-5cc7-b90d-db3d9c03edd8.html


 • Which Railroad Has More Accidents Than The Industry Norm?  It’s Union Pacific!
 Safety Calculator: http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/OfficeofSafety/publicsite/Query/rrchart.aspx
 http://www.mesarefinerywatch.com/newsletters-docs2.html


 • U.S. DOT Confirms It -- Towns Have Insufficient Resources To Fight Oil Train Fires
 https://www.hdiac.org/islandora/object/hdiac%3A312757/datastream/OBJ/view
 http://www.goanacortes.com/news/article_271951c6-2fe1-11e5-b57d-6bb9ca8280ff.html?mode=image&photo=0


 • Oil Trains Crash Because Heavy Tankers Are Affecting The Rails
 http://www.latimes.com/nation/la-na-crude-train-safety-20151007-story.html


 
 • New Regulations Make Oil Pipelines Even Safer In California


 http://goo.gl/Gf1jwf
 http://www.santamariasun.com/news/13766/california-governor-signs-series-of-pipeline-safety-and-oil-spill-response-bills/


 • Fire Chief Confirms -- Diluted Tar Sands Is More Flammable Than San Ardo Oil
 http://www.sanluisobispo.com/opinion/letters-to-the-editor/article41250099.html


 • Rail Oil Spills & Violent Rail Accidents Are Accelerating, Not Stable Or Declining
 http://necir.org/2015/05/20/rail-safety-fact-check/


 • The Tribune’s Official Position - P66’s Crude Oil Trains Are “A Bad Idea”
 http://www.sanluisobispo.com/2015/09/06/3793783_routing-oil-trains-through-densely.html?rh=1


 • Union Pacific Tells Us “All Is Safe” -- The Numbers Tell Us Differently
 http://www.theeagle.com/news/local/union-pacific-officials-exploring-possible-link-between-derailments-in-robertson/


article_633d4d3b-1053-504a-9c66-9132931bce1d.html?mode=jqm


 
  (continued)
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• “EMPTY” Crude Oil Rail Cars -- They’re As Explosive As FULL Cars
 http://fox2now.com/2015/08/23/first-responders-concerned-about-possible-oil-train-derailment-in-st-louis/
 http://eaglefordtexas.com/news/id/150833/oil-trains-put-local-emergency-officials-on-alert/
 http://www.forbes.com/sites/jamesconca/2015/04/06/senators-try-to-stop-the-coming-oil-train-wreck/


 • New Analysis --  Shipping Oil By RAIL Is Far More Dangerous Than Via PIPELINE
 http://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/industry-news/energy-and-resources/shipping-oil-through-pipelines-safer-than-


by-rail-report-says/article25943221/
 http://www.newsoptimist.ca/opinion/columnists/pipelines-are-the-safest-way-to-ship-oil-1.2037721


 • Union Pacific - Lagging Well Behind On Adopting Safety Requirements 
 http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/wireStory/railroads-meet-deadline-safety-technology-32945711


 • New Proof Emerges -- Tar Sands Is An Extreme Danger To The Earth & Its Inhabitants 
 http://summitcountyvoice.com/2015/06/28/environment-tar-sands-oil-releases-20-percent-more-greenhouse-gas-pollution-than-


conventional-crude-oil/
 http://pubs.acs.org/doi/abs/10.1021/acs.est.5b01255


 • “Viewpoint” Article Explains Why Oil-By-Rail Is Both Unnecessary & Wrong For CA
 http://www.sanluisobispo.com/2015/08/05/3749645/phillips-66s-oil-rail-project.html


 • P66’s Trains Would Travel Over A Crumbling Bridge In Arroyo Grande
 http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Santa+Maria+Refinery+Rail+Project+Comments/Organizations+and+Schools/Coastal+San


+Luis+Resource+Conservation+District.pdf
 http://www.sacbee.com/news/local/article2621371.html


 • “New Rules” From The Fed Allow Lethal Tankers To Keep Rolling
             http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2014/01/27/215650/railroad-tank-car-safety-woes.html


 • Diluted Tar Sands - New Proof That Shipments Are Extremely Flammable
           http://www.railwayage.com/index.php/safety/why-bitumen-isnt-necessarily-safer-than-bakken.html


 • Future Crude-By-Rail Disasters - Now Guaranteed By The DOT
     http://www.dailykos.com/story/2015/02/23/1366308/-Get-used-to-it-Dept-of-Transportation-predicts-10-oil-train-derailments-a-year#


• A Member Of Congress Warns Of Terrorist Attacks Against Crude Oil Trains:
 http://blogs.rollcall.com/the-container/new-yorker-sees-risk-of-terrorists-using-oil-trains/


 • A New Record!  More Railroad Oil Spills Than Ever:
     http://www.nbcnews.com/news/investigations/oil-train-spills-hit-record-level-2014-n293186


• What The Rail Terminal Will Sound Like:
 https://soundcloud.com/katie-lannan/3-51-a-m-11-07-14?in=katie-lannan/sets/linden_oil_trains


• Article In “New Times” Reaffirms Air Quality Problems On The Nipomo Mesa:
              http://www.newtimesslo.com/news/11776/dust-bust-even-as-stakeholders-make-small-advances-air-pollution-is-still-a-problem-on-the-nipomo-mesa/


• How Far Would SLO County Have To Evacuate?: http://explosive-crude-by-rail.org


• Video - Listen To A Survivor Of The Lac-Mégantic Oil Train Disaster:  
 http://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2014/03/06/explosion-survivor-warns-of-fracked-oil-trains-newer-safety-regulations-delayed/


• Video - What Oil Trains Would Look & Sound Like In SLO County: 
 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=11DTf6CYzHM&index=47&list=PL7A2C41AC7F231BD4
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D. STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS; LOGISTICS OF THIS NEWSLETTER


1. Mesa Refinery Watch Group Steering Committee: Contact one or more of our members with 
your comments or to learn about upcoming committee meetings.


 • Linda Reynolds (Founder): lreynolds151@gmail.com
 • Eunice King (Chief Administrator): MRWCoord@gmail.com
 • Martin Akel: akelassoc@earthlink.net
 • John Anderson: johnanderson33@hotmail.com
 • Kevin Beauchamp: kevin.beauchamp@kw.co
 • Steve DuBow: sfdubow@charter.net
 • Gayle Hurlburt (MRWG Website Administrator)
 • Gary McKible: gary@mckible.com
 • Mike Nelson: miken0105@gmail.com
 • Tom Ryan: whitneyhiker888@yahoo.com
 • Sam Saltoun: ssaltoun@verizon.net
 • Laurance Shinderman: lshinderman@sbcglobal.net
 • Yvonne Williams: williams.yvonne.e@verizon.net


2. List Coordinator/Newsletter Distributor: If you would like to add names for receipt of this 
newsletter, or if you would like to stop receiving it, kindly contact Steve Dubow -- 
sfdubow@charter.net.
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