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Response to Comments - Executive Summary 

This document is an executive summary of the response to comments and provides background 
information on the public review of the Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR), the CEQA requirements for 
response to comments and the Final EIR, the organization of the response to comments volume 
of the FEIR, and responses to the key comments. 

Over 2,200 individual comments were submitted on the RDEIR, and responses have been written 
for each of these comments. The response to comments volume, which includes all of the 
comment letters and responses is over 38,000 pages in length, including all of the form letters.  
Given the length and repetitious nature of some of the comments this executive summary was 
prepared to provide a summary of the responses to key comments. 

A. Introduction/Background 

On November 27, 2013, a Draft EIR was issued for the Rail Spur Project with a 60-day comment 
period. The comment period for the Draft EIR closed on January 27, 2014. After reviewing the 
comments on the Draft EIR, the County decided that a RDEIR should be recirculated for public 
comment. Due to extensive revisions in various parts of the EIR, the RDEIR does not contain 
specific written responses to the comments received on the initial Draft EIR since the entire EIR 
was recirculated for public comment. All comments on the initial Draft EIR were reviewed, and 
the RDEIR was modified to address comments that were applicable to the revised document 
(refer to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5(f)(1)). Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines 
(15088.5.f), comments received on the initial Draft EIR have not been included with the FEIR 
and were not responded to as part of the recirculated Draft EIR. 

The RDEIR was released on October 10, 2014, for a 45-day public comment period, which 
ended on November 24, 2014. During the public comment period a public workshop was held on 
the RDEIR to provide the public an opportunity to ask questions about the RDEIR. 

A total of 24,053 comment letters were received on the RDEIR by the November 24, 2015, close 
of comment period. 23,450 of the comment letters were a combination of eight different form 
letters. The remaining 603 comment letters were submitted by a total of 470 individuals, 
organizations, governmental agencies, and the Applicant. These 603 comment letters contained a 
total of approximately 2,206 comments. 

B. CEQA Requirements for Response to Comments and Final EIR 

Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the Final EIR shall consist of: 

a. The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft. 
b. Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary. 
c. A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
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d. The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review 
and consultation process. 

e. Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

In addition to the content requirements, the Lead Agency is required to “evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a 
written response” CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a). 

In responding to the issues raised, the Lead Agency’s comments may take the form of a revision 
to the Draft EIR or may be a separate section in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(c)).  

For the Rail Spur Final EIR the County has provided written responses to all of the comments 
received on the RDEIR and has made revisions to the RDEIR to address the comments received. 
Revision marks have been used throughout the FEIR to show where changes have been made to 
the RDEIR.  Places where the text has been revised are shown by solid vertical lines on the left 
margin of the page. 

C. Organization of the Response to Comments 

The response to comments CD contains five folders that contain the comment letters and 
associated responses. These five folders include the following:  

1. Governmental Agency Comment Letters and Responses,  
2. Applicant Comment Letters and Responses, 
3. Organizations and Schools Comment Letters and Responses, 
4. General Public Comment Letters and Responses, and 
5. Form Letters Comment Letters and Responses. 

Within each of these folders are files that contain the individual comment letters and associated 
responses. For the most part, the comment letters and responses for each individual 
governmental agency, organization, school, and general public member are contained in a single 
“pdf” file. If multiple letters were submitted by the same commenter, all of the comments within 
those letters have been combined into a single “pdf” file. 

All of the comment letters, with the exception of the form letters, have been numbered and given 
written responses. An alpha-numeric code was assigned to each commenter (with the exception 
of form letter commenters) to provide the reader with an easy indicator of which comment is 
being responded to for each letter. For example, in the letter from San Luis Obispo County Air 
Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD), the first comment is SLOAPCD-01. The identification 
code appears in the right margin of the comment letter. Each letter, or group of multiple letters 
from a single commenter, is directly followed by the responses for that letter, and each of the 
responses is identified with the corresponding code (e.g., the first SLOCAPCD response is 
labeled SLOAPCD-01).  
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Table 1, which is at the end of this document, provides an alphabetical list of the persons, 
organizations, schools, and public agencies that commented on the RDEIR. The listing in the 
attached table is separated by governmental agencies, Applicant, organizations and schools, and 
general public. 

While each of the form letters has not been numbered, responses have been provided to each of 
the comments contained in the form letters. 

D. Responses to Key Comments  

A number of issues were raised by multiple commenting parties. Responses to some of these 
common issues are provided below. Responses to these items are also provided in the individual 
comment letters where the issue was raised. 

1. The County Should Deny or Approve the Proposed Rail Spur Project. 
Many commenters voiced displeasure with the proposed project. Often these comments were 
combined with general statements about environmental concerns (e.g., air quality, traffic, noise), 
usually without reference to the studies completed in the RDEIR. 

The CEQA Guidelines specify the nature in which comments should be addressed regarding a 
Draft EIR:  

In reviewing draft EIR’s, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the 
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in 
which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are most 
helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would 
provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the same time, 
reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is 
reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity 
of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not 
require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation 
recommended or demanded by commentors. When responding to comments, lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CCR 
15204(a)). 

Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or references 
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in 
support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant 
in the absence of substantial evidence (CCR 15204(c)). 

Nevertheless, the Guidelines state that these limitations should “…not be used to restrict the 
ability of reviewers to comment on the general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to 
reject comments not focused as recommended…”  

This Final EIR embraces a good-faith effort to address each comment pertaining to the analysis 
of impacts from the proposed project. However, other comments reviewed were more closely 
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related to the commenter’s opinion of how a vote on the approval or denial should be cast, how 
the project could affect the commenter’s ‘quality of life’ and concerns over property value 
decrease. 

Consideration of the need for a project is not generally within the scope of an EIR, as the EIR’s 
role is to present an impartial evaluation of the physical environmental effects of a project, 
should it be implemented. CEQA’s requirement to consider project objectives is such that a 
reasonable range of alternatives can be determined and evaluated. In considering approval of a 
project, decision-makers do weigh factors such as need, economic benefits to the community 
(taxes, jobs, expenditures for local goods and services, and secondary economic benefits), and 
appropriateness at this time, in addition to the other factors and environmental consequences 
examined in the EIR. 

As a public agency with authority over land use within its jurisdiction, the County is responsible 
for managing certain land use activities, planning for future land uses, and exercising its 
discretionary authority over development proposals. The County has an obligation to review and 
consider any proposal for land development which is submitted in conformance with established 
procedures. For the Rail Spur Project, the Applicant submitted Land Use Permit applications for 
review in conformance with County requirements. An initial step by the County Planning and 
Building Department is completion of an environmental review. Another important consideration 
at this stage is the proposal’s consistency with plans, policies, and regulations; a discussion of 
such consistency, as well as an evaluation of compatibility with existing land uses, is included in 
the Final EIR (see Appendix G). A large number of the comments submitted on the RDEIR 
offered opinions on support or denial of the application. The decision-makers will consider these 
and other comments during deliberation on the project. 

2. The Rail Spur Project Would Impact Quality of Life 
A number of comment letters in opposition to the project incorporated comments that stated the 
development would affect the quality of life for residents in the vicinity of the Santa Maria 
Refinery as well as along the mainline rail routes.  

The EIR addresses issues of quality of life as part of the preliminary consistency analysis with 
County Plans and Polices. This analysis is provided in Appendix G of the Final EIR. The 
decision-makers will consider quality of life issues during deliberation on the project. 

3. The Rail Spur Project Would Effect Property Values in the Vicinity of the Santa 
Maria Refinery 

CEQA is applied to projects that cause a physical change in the environment. Economic effects 
alone do not trigger CEQA; “[T]here must be a physical change resulting from the project 
directly or indirectly before CEQA will apply.” Such changes can be direct or indirect. In other 
words, if a proposed project may cause economic and social consequences, but no significant 
environmental impacts, CEQA does not require that an EIR be prepared. By themselves, 
however, economic and social impacts of a proposed project “shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15131(a). 
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The courts have specifically rejected consideration of economic concerns; for example “the 
economic impact on small businesses on property values” did not trigger CEQA in City of 
Orange v. Valenti (4th Dist. 1974) 37 Cal. App. 3d 240, 249 [112 Cal. Rptr. 379].  

The issue of property values will be considered by the decision makers as part of the public 
hearing process. 

4. The Throughput Increase Project and the Rail Spur Project Should Have Been 
Addressed in One EIR 

Phillips 66 applied to San Luis Obispo County in 2010 for a permit to increase throughput at the 
Santa Maria Refinery from 44,500 barrels per day to 48,950 barrels per day. No physical changes 
were proposed to the refinery as part of the Throughput Increase Project. An EIR was prepared 
for the Throughput Increase Project, and the project was approved by the San Luis Obispo 
County Planning Commission on December 13, 2012 subject to multiple conditions. The 
Planning Commission’s approval was appealed to the County’s Board of Supervisors by Jeff 
Edwards. The Board of Supervisors held a public hearing to consider the appeal on February 26, 
2013. At that time, the Board denied the appeal and upheld the Planning Commission’s original 
approval. The County of San Luis Obispo issued a final notice to proceed for the Throughput 
Increase Project on March 27, 2015.  

The County of San Luis Obispo received the application from Phillips 66 for the Rail Spur 
Project in April of 2013, which was after the Board of Supervisors had approved the Throughput 
Increase Project. The Throughput Increase Project was evaluated as a cumulative project in the 
Rail Spur EIR since the project had not been implemented at the time the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) was issued.  

A number of comments received on the RDEIR for the Rail Spur Project stated that the 
Throughput Increase Project was dependent upon the Rail Spur Project, and therefore, the 
County should have evaluated the two projects in one EIR. Most of these comments attempt to 
build the case that without the Rail Spur Project at the Santa Maria Refinery, the amount of crude 
processed at the refinery would decline over time. This is all based upon the assumption that 
without the proposed Rail Spur Project the Santa Maria Refinery could not obtain adequate crude 
supplies.  

As shown in Table 2.7 of the RDEIR, the 2013 average throughput of the refinery was 41,635 
barrels per day. The Santa Maria Refinery has the requisite permits and ability to unload crude 
oil from trucks at the Santa Maria Pump Station (SMPS) where it is then moved via pipeline to 
the refinery. The current permitted limit on crude truck unloading at the SMPS is 26,000 barrels 
per day. As discussed in Section 5.1.1 (No Project Alternative), the current truck unloading rate 
at the SMPS is about 6,800 barrels per day. Therefore, an additional 19,200 barrels per day 
(26,000-6,800) could be shipped via truck to the SMPS for unloading and then moved via 
pipeline to the Santa Maria Refinery. This additional 19,200 barrels of oil would increase the 
2013 average daily throughput at the Santa Maria Refinery to over 60,000 barrels per day, which 
is greater than the current permitted capacity of the refinery or the capacity of the refinery that 
would be allowed even under the Throughput Increase Project. 
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Additional oil could be brought in by truck to the SMPS from other sources such as the San Ardo 
field, fields in the San Joaquin Valley, as well as additional crude by rail via Kern County. Also, 
the 2012 crude production from northern onshore Santa Barbara and OCS was approximately 
67,100 barrels per day. All of these sources of crude could be available to the Santa Maria 
Refinery for processing. Whether or not Phillips 66 is willing to pay the needed price to obtain 
these crudes is unknown and not a CEQA issue.  CEQA does not require that the EIR identify all 
possible sources of crude for the Santa Maria Refinery, but rather that it demonstrates that 
adequate infrastructure exists to deliver crude to the refinery. The determination of crude source 
and method of delivery would be based upon economics and market forces.  

There are also other potential sources of local crude that could be available in the future to the 
Santa Maria Refinery. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the RDEIR, there are a number of onshore 
oil development projects in northern Santa Barbara County that are being proposed that, if 
approved, could replace some of this lost production. In addition, the Arroyo Grande Oil Field 
(AGOF) has applied to the County of San Luis Obispo to increase production to 10,000 barrels 
per day. If this project is approved, it would increase the production from the AGOF by 
approximately 8,000 barrels. The County recently approved a project that would allow the oil 
from the AGOF to be moved via pipeline to the Santa Maria Refinery (the oil production from 
the AGOF is currently trucked to the SMPS for delivery via pipeline to the Santa Maria 
Refinery).  

There are a number of other oil development projects currently proposed in northern Santa 
Barbara County that could add an additional 23,000 barrels per day of oil production that could 
be transported to the Santa Maria Refinery. These include projects such as Santa Maria Energy, 
which could move 3,000 barrels per day via pipeline to the Santa Maria Refinery; Pacific Coast 
Energy, which could move 3,600 barrels per day to the Santa Maria Refinery via pipeline; ERG 
Cat Canyon, which could move 5,000 barrels per day via pipeline to the Santa Maria Refinery; 
the PetroRock development, which could move 1,600 barrels per day; and the Aera Energy Cat 
Canyon Project, which could move 10,000 barrels per day. A listing from Santa Barbara County 
shows a total of 943 oil production wells in various phases of development, all of which could 
provide oil to the Santa Maria Refinery. While some of these projects state that the oil will move 
to the Santa Maria Refinery, some do not. For example the Aera Energy Project will truck oil to 
various customers. 

Under CEQA, a “project” subject to environmental review must be the “whole of an action” 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(a).). This CEQA rule of analysis serves to assure that a large 
project is not chopped up into many smaller ones, resulting in piecemealing or segmenting of 
environmental review and masking the full scope of project impacts. Put another way, “a narrow 
view of a project could result in…overlooking its cumulative impact by separately focusing on 
isolated parts of the whole” (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus 
(1994) 27 Cal. App.4th 713, 714.). Courts have determined that an EIR must include analysis of 
the environmental effects of a future action if: (1) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of 
the initial project; and (2) the future action will be significant in that it will likely change the 
scope or nature of the initial project or its environmental effects. This standard involves 
determining whether the EIR has left out of the environmental analysis a “crucial element” or 
“integral part” of the project, without which the project cannot go forward (National Parks & 
Conservation Ass’n v. County of Riverside (1996) 42 Cal.App.4th 1505, 1519.). Where an action 
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is not a crucial element of the project, but merely contributes to the same pool of cumulative 
impacts, the action may be included in the EIR’s analysis of cumulative impacts instead. 

Using this definition of piecemealing, the Throughput Increase Project is not dependent upon the 
Rail Spur Project since there is adequate crude supply for the Santa Maria Refinery even without 
the rail project. The project has “independent utility” under CEQA since the ability of the Santa 
Maria Refinery to operate at the maximum approved throughput level is based on the existing 
infrastructure and current available crude supply; it is not dependent on the Rail Spur Project. 

The point that Phillips 66 commissioned a number of studies for the Rail Spur Project prior to 
certification of the Throughput Project EIR is irrelevant. None of these studies were known by 
the County prior to submission of the Rail Spur Application, which occurred after the 
certification of the Throughput Increase EIR. The County determined as part of the Throughput 
Increase EIR that the project had “independent utility” base upon the discussion provided above. 

5. The Rail Spur Project is Needed for the Santa Maria Refinery (SMR) to Operate at 
its Permitted Capacity 

The statement in the RDEIR that the ability of the SMR to operate at the maximum approved 
throughput level is based on the existing infrastructure and is not dependent on, or related to, the 
SMR rail project is an accurate statement. As shown in Table 2.7 of the RDEIR, the 2013 
average throughput of the refinery was 41,635 barrels per day. The SMR has the ability to unload 
crude oil from trucks at the Santa Maria Pump Station (SMPS) where it is then moved via 
pipeline to the refinery. The current permitted limit on crude truck unloading at the SMPS is 
26,000 barrels per day. As discussed in Section 5.1.1 (No Project Alternative), the current truck 
unloading rate at the SMPS is approximately 6,800 barrels per day. Therefore, an additional 
19,200 barrels per day (26,000-6,800) could be shipped via truck to the SMPS for unloading and 
then moved via pipeline to the SMR. This additional 19,200 barrels of oil would increase the 
2013 average daily throughput at the SMR to more than 60,000 barrels per day, which is greater 
than the current permitted capacity of the refinery or the capacity of the refinery that would be 
allowed, even under the Throughput Increase Project. Whether or not Phillips 66 chooses to use 
this available crude oil delivery capacity would be based upon economic factors. As discussed in 
the Project Description (Chapter 2.0), crude delivered by rail may have an economic advantage 
over other local sources of crude, which could make the rail method of delivery more attractive.  

There are also other potential sources of local crude that could be available in the future to the 
SMR. As discussed in Section 2.7 of the RDEIR, there are a number of onshore oil development 
projects in northern Santa Barbara County that are being proposed that, if approved, could 
replace some of this lost production. In addition, the Arroyo Grande Oil Field (AGOF) has 
applied to the County of San Luis Obispo to increase production to 10,000 barrels per day. The 
County recently approved a project that would allow the oil from the AGOF to be moved via 
pipeline to the SMR (the oil production from the AGOF is currently trucked to the SMPS for 
delivery via pipeline to the SMR). If this project is approved, it would increase the production 
from the AGOF by approximately 8,000 barrels per day. 

An EIR is required to assess the environmental impacts of the project against the environmental 
setting (i.e., baseline). The environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical 
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conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant. The 
environmental setting is the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as 
they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published (CEQA Guidelines Section 15215), 
not some condition out in the future.  

Chapter 2.0 (Project Description) acknowledges that in the long-term, the need for the SMR rail 
project could be driven by declines in local production of crude oil that can be delivered by 
pipeline. However, based upon the baseline conditions, adequate crude currently exists for the 
SMR. 

The issue of long-term crude supply to the SMR from local sources is very speculative. It is 
unknown what local crude oil development projects could occur in the future. One commenter 
attempted to estimate future production through the year 2050 from local onshore and offshore 
fields that currently supply crude to the SMR based upon historic trends of production decline. In 
2050, the upper end of this range is approximately 30,000 barrels per day per the commenter. 
With the addition of 26,000 barrels per day that can be delivered by truck to the Santa Maria 
Refinery, the upper end of the available crude supply would be 56,000 barrels per day, which is 
greater than the current permitted capacity of the SMR and the capacity under the Increased 
Throughput Project. 

While the estimated future oil production from local sources is not relevant to the assessment of 
impact of the Rail Spur Project for the reasons stated above, there are a number of other oil 
development projects currently proposed in northern Santa Barbara County that could add an 
additional 23,000 barrels per day of oil production that could be transported to the SMR. These 
include projects such as Santa Maria Energy, which could move 3,000 barrels per day via 
pipeline to the SMR; Pacific Coast Energy, which could move 3,600 barrels per day to the SMR 
via pipeline; ERG Cat Canyon, which could move 5,000 barrels per day via pipeline to the SMR; 
the PetroRock development, which could move 1,600 barrels per day, and the Aera Energy Cat 
Canyon Project that could move 10,000 barrels per day. A listing from Santa Barbra County 
shows a total of 943 oil production wells in various phases of development, all of which could 
provide oil to the SMR. While some of these projects state that the oil would move to the SMR, 
some do not. For example the Aera Energy Project would truck oil to various customers. 

A May 2014 report by the United States Energy Information Administration (EIA) estimated that 
as much as 13.7 billion barrels of oil may be recoverable from the Monterey Shale; some of this 
shale formation is located in northern Santa Barbara County and southern San Luis Obispo 
County. While it is unknown when and if any of these reserves would be developed (and in what 
quantity), they could, in the future, provide local crude supply to the SMR.  

It is also possible in the future that the portions of the All American Pipeline between the 
Sisquoc Pump Station and Kern County could be reversed to allow crude oil to move to the 
Sisquoc pipeline. This portion of the All American Pipeline that connects to the Sisquoc Pipeline 
is current used to move only OCS crude from southern Santa Barbara County to Kern County 
and then on to refinery destinations in the Bay Area and Los Angeles. When OCS production 
reaches a level where it does not make economic sense to operate this portion of the All 
American Pipeline, it could be reversed to move crude oil from Kern County to the SMR. This 
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would provide the SMR with access to other sources of crude. If and when this would happen is 
unknown and speculative, but it is a potential future option for obtaining crude for the SMR. 

The point of this discussion is to show that there are potential options in the future for the SMR 
to obtain crude oil without the Rail Spur Project; however, they are currently unknown. As with 
all crude supply issues, viability of these options would be based upon market forces, including 
the future price of crude oil. This point can be illustrated by the past history of the crude supply 
at the SMR. In the 1970’s, the SMR did not receive any crude from offshore Santa Barbara 
County since none of this crude had been developed. With the development of the offshore 
crude, pipelines were built that allowed the SMR to receive this crude source. Now, offshore 
crude from Santa Barbara is a major source of crude for the SMR. As this source of crude 
declines, it is likely that other sources of crude will become available to the SMR as discussed 
above. This would occur with or without the Rail Spur Project. What future crude is processed at 
the SMR will depend upon economic and market factors. 

Therefore, it would be speculative at best to estimate when the local crude supply would not be 
sufficient to support further operation of the SMR without the proposed Rail Spur Project. 

6. The Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery Propane Recovery Project and the Rail Spur 
Project Should Have Been Addressed in One EIR 

The Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery is located in Contra Costa County, California, and is connected 
to the Santa Maria Refinery in San Luis Obispo via pipeline. The Santa Maria Refinery is used to 
produced semi-refined projects (e.g., naphtha, and gas oils), which are shipped to the Rodeo 
Refinery via pipeline for further processing into transportation fuels such as gasoline, diesel fuel, 
and jet fuel. The Santa Maria Refinery does not produce finished petroleum products other than 
coke and sulfur.  

Phillips 66 applied to Contra Costa County in 2011 for a Propane Recovery Project. The Propane 
Recovery Project would involve refinery processing equipment improvements to recover for sale 
propane and butane from refinery fuel gas and other process streams. In November 2014, the 
Contra Costa County Planning Commission approved the Propane Recovery Project. It was 
appealed to the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors, who denied the appeal and approved 
the project in February 2015. The approval of the project and adequacy of the EIR has been 
challenged in court by Communities for a Better Environment (CBE), Rodeo Citizens 
Association, and Safe Fuel and Energy Resources, California. A case management conference1 
was held on the case in California Superior Court in August 2015. A continuation of the case 
management conference is scheduled for February 2016, with a tentative trial date set for May 
2016. 

Opponents of the Propane Recovery and Rail Spur Projects have said that the two projects 
should be considered together. They contend that the Propane Recovery Project requires the 
additional propane and butane generated at the Santa Maria Refinery from processing the 
Canadian crude oil that would be shipped to the Rodeo Refinery as part of the Rail Spur Project.  
The opponents allege that (1) the Propane Recovery Project was designed for increased propane 

                                                 
1 A case management conference is when both sides, the lawyers and the judge meet to talk about how to handle the 
case. 
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and butane levels taking into account the Rail Spur Project; (2) The Rail Spur Project would 
increase the amount of propane and butane shipped to the Rodeo Refinery due to higher levels of 
propane and butane in the Canadian crude oil; and (3) The Rail Spur Project would increase 
volumes of naphtha and gas oils shipped to the Rodeo Refinery due to higher levels of these 
components in the Canadian crudes. Responses to each of these allegations are provided below. 

Design Basis for the Propane Recovery Project at the Rodeo Refinery 

The Rodeo Refinery produces gases as a byproduct of the refining process, and these gases are 
used as fuel in various refinery processes (referred to as "refinery fuel gas" or "RFG"). 
Currently, the propane and part of the butane generated at the Rodeo Refinery is used as 
RFG.  Instead of using the propane and butane as fuel at the Rodeo Refinery, the Propane 
Recovery Project will allow Phillips 66 to recover, store, and ship propane and additional butane 
via rail to outside customers. Therefore, the primary project objective is to recover liquid 
petroleum gases ("LPGs" ̶                                                                                                                                                                                                                   i.e., propane and butane) that already exist in the RFG.  The Propane 
Recovery Project will not cause or require an increase in the amount of recoverable LPG present 
in the RFG; it will simply allow recovery of the LPGs that are already present in the RFG. 

The Propane Recovery Project is designed to remove up to 14,500 barrels of LPGs per day. Data 
regarding actual LPG content of the RFG is consistent with the design basis for the project. The 
figure below shows that, for the twelve month period from January through December 2013, 
the average LPGs in the Rodeo RFG totaled 13,970 barrels per day. 
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The commenters have overlooked the fact that the refining process at the Rodeo Refinery itself 
accounts for 90 percent of the propane and butane currently produced and proposed to be 
recovered by the Rodeo Propane Recovery Project. As described on pages 3-8 to 3-9 of the 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Propane Recovery Project, the refining 
process incorporates four primary functions: separation, conversion, purification and blending. 
Crude oil and other incoming feed streams contain mixtures of various hydrocarbon compounds 
that can be separated using distillation and fractionation in the first step of the refining process. 
At the Rodeo Refinery, a small amount of butane and propane is separated from the crude oil in 
these first stage processes. However, butane and propane are also created from other 
hydrocarbon compounds during the conversion phase of the refining process. Overall, 
approximately 10 percent of the LPG (combined butane and propane) arrives as identifiable 
fractions of the crude oil, and the balance of approximately 90 percent is created in the refining 
processes (cracking units). 

Since LPG in the crude oil accounts for only a very small fraction (approximately 10 percent) of 
the total LPG produced at the Rodeo Refinery, a change in crude oil LPG content in Santa Maria 
or in Rodeo would have very little effect on the volume of LPG available for recovery at Rodeo. 

As discussed in the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Propane Recovery 
Project, Section 3.4.2.1, and shown in Figure 3-7, the proposed Project’s design basis was 
derived from data taken at the Refinery in August 2011. In the same section, the report also 
provides an update to substantiate this 2011 design basis with the most recent full year (2013) of 
RFG data from the Refinery in Figure 3-8. This figure shows that, for 2013, an average of 13,970 
barrels per day (BPD) of propane and butane were available and that this quantity of propane and 
butane varies monthly. These data provide the substantial evidence to support the “independent 
utility” of this Project and further support that the EIR has not inappropriately piecemealed or 
segmented this Project. 

Phillips 66 applied for a modification to the Santa Maria Refinery County Land Use Permit in 
2010 to increase the refinery's daily throughput limit from 44,000 barrels per day to 
approximately 48,000 barrels per day (i.e., Throughput Increase Project).  The sequence of 
design and permitting activities for the various projects demonstrates that the Throughput 
Increase Project did not create a need for the Rodeo Propane Recovery Project. The Throughput 
Increase Project was approved by San Luis Obispo County in 2013, and the Propane Recovery 
Project was sized according to Rodeo Refinery data in August 2011. This data was gathered two 
years before the Throughput Increase Project was approved, demonstrating that sufficient LPGs 
are present in the Rodeo RFG to justify the Propane Recovery Project without regard to the Santa 
Maria Throughput Increase Project, for which throughput increase only began in late March 
2015.  The size of the Propane Recovery Project is not related to and is completely independent 
from Santa Maria Refinery's throughput ability and permit limits. 

Increase LPG (i.e., propane and butane) Content in Canadian Crude 
As discussed in the Project Description (Chapter 2.0), the Santa Maria Refinery currently 
processes a range of crude oils from different sources, and the crudes vary from time to time. In 
addition, the refinery often blends crudes from multiple sources prior to processing. A 
comparison of crude oils and their characteristics demonstrates that the crudes likely to be 
received by unit train would be comparable to those currently or recently processed at the Santa 
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Maria Refinery. The Santa Maria Refinery is not requesting any changes or modifications to its 
crude unit or other processing units that would allow it to process any crude types that it cannot 
process currently. 

The table below presents a reasonable representation of the LPG content of the crude oils that 
would be delivered by rail. This shows that the level of LPG in the crudes that would be 
delivered by rail would have similar or lower levels of LPG than the typical crude blend that is 
currently processed at the Santa Maria Refinery. Most of the propane and butane in the crude 
that is processed at the Santa Maria Refinery ends up in the refinery fuel gas. This is no different 
than what was discussed above for the Rodeo Refinery. The table below shows the typical 
composition of the refinery fuel gas for the Santa Maria Refinery. 

LPG  Content of Current and Potential Future Crude Oils at the Santa Maria 
Refinery 

Property Unit of 
Measure 

Current SMR Operations Potential Crude by Rail 
Sources 

Typical 
Crude Blend 

Range  of 
Major Crude 

Sources 

Access 
Western 

Blend 

Peace 
River 
Heavy 

LPG Content Volume  % 0.9 0-1.0 0.73 0.89 
1. Range of major crudes represent the major sources of current crudes to the refinery and 

include a number of OCS, local onshore, and trucked crude sources. 
2. Both potential crudes by rail are Canadian. 
3. LPG-Liquid Petroleum Gases, which includes Propane and Butane. 
4. Access Western Blend five year average from 

http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=AWB 
5. Peace River Heavy five year average from  http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PH 
6. Current SMR Operations data from Phillips 66, 2015. 

 

 

This table shows that the majority of the propane and butane in the crude oil ends up in the 
refinery fuel gas and not in the gas oils and naphtha shipped to the Rodeo Refinery via pipeline. 

In addition, permits issued by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District effectively 
prevent a substantial increase in the LPG content of the material transported via the pipeline 
from the Santa Maria Refinery to the Rodeo Refinery.  All material shipped from the Santa 
Maria Refinery to the Rodeo Refinery must first travel eastward through Line 400 to the Junction 
Station, where Line 400 intersects with Lines 100 and 200. From Junction Station northward to 
the Rodeo Refinery, the pipeline is used to ship a variety of materials. To minimize unintentional 
mixing of different materials, they are transported in batches. Therefore, all semi-refined 
products from the Santa Maria Refinery are delivered into large above ground storage tanks until 

Composition of Refinery Fuel Gas at the SMR 

Component/ Property Value 
Heating Value 1,498.3 BTU/scf 
Hydrogen 9.03 mole % 
Methane 47.15 mole % 
Ethane 17.59 mole % 
Propane 11.13 mole % 
Propylene 3.88 mole % 
Butane 7.68 mole % 
Source: Phillips 66, 2015. 
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they can be sent in batches to the Rodeo Refinery. In addition, select materials from the Santa 
Maria Refinery are blended with crude oil coming from oil production fields to the south, and the 
blending occurs in the above ground storage tanks at the Junction Station. 

Operation of the Junction Station storage tanks is authorized by the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District, and permits issued by that agency limit the vapor pressure of the 
materials stored in the tanks. The relevant permits and the vapor pressure limits are listed in the 
table below. 

 

Phillips 66 must ensure that the material in the tanks does not exceed the specified vapor 
pressure limit. LPGs are highly volatile compounds with a vapor pressure that ranges from 30 to 
120 psi at 68º F and 50 to 190 psi at 100º F. True vapor pressure depends upon the actual storage 
temperature and will be higher under hot summer conditions in the San Joaquin Valley. As such, 
a very small amount of additional LPGs in the products coming from the Santa Maria Refinery 
could cause a substantial increase in true vapor pressure of the material stored in the tanks at 
Junction Station, resulting in an exceedance of the vapor pressure limit in the permit. The storage 
tank vapor pressure limits act as a constraint regarding the amount of butane and propane that 
can be included in the partially refined products sent to the Rodeo Refinery. 

Increased Naphtha and Gas Oil Production due to Canadian Crude 
The figure below shows the breakdown of the yield for the crude mix currently being run by the 
Santa Maria Refinery compared with the two dilbit crudes evaluated in the RDEIR. This figure 
shows that the amount of naphtha, distillate, gas oil, and resid for the two dilbit crudes evaluated 
in the RDEIR are very similar to the typical composition of crude that is currently processed at 
the Santa Maria Refinery. This data would indicate that the amount of naphtha (i.e., pressure 
distillate) and gas oils produced at the Santa Maria Refinery with the use of the Canadian crudes 
would not increase with the change in crude. 

San Joaquin Valley APCD Permits for Junction Station Tanks 
Tank # Permit # Product True Vapor 

Pressure (psia) 
40010 (S-1518-8-3) Naphtha 11.00 
80018 (S-1518-1-4) Naphtha 10.99 

110020 (S-1518-7-3) Gas Oil 11.00 
110022 (S-1518-2-2) San Joaquin Valley 

Heavy Crude 
11.00 

110024 (S-1518-5-3) Elk Hills Crude 11.00 
1100026 (S-1518-31-2) San Joaquin Valley 

Heavy Crude 
11.00 

Source: San Joaquin Valley APCD Air Permits. 
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Sources:  
1. http://www.crudemonitor.ca/dist.php?units=c&temp=527&submit=-%3E&recov=33.63&acr=PH&time=hist 
2. http://www.crudemonitor.ca/dist.php?acr=AWB&time=hist 
3. Phillips 66-Average values for 2014 and part of 2015. 

As noted above, the Rail Spur Project at the Santa Maria Refinery is not expected to result in 
crude blends with LPG content outside the range of historical and existing crudes. In addition, 
the coker and hydrocracker feed rates are currently operating at or near their permitted 
capacities as specified in the Title V Operating Permit, and the proposed Rail Spur Project does 
not propose to change the capacities of these units. Therefore, the volume of intermediate 
products shipped to the Rodeo Refinery would not be expected to change. 

Based upon the substantial evidence presented above, the proposed Rail Spur Project at the Santa 
Maria Refinery is not a driver in the Propane Recovery Project at the Rodeo Refinery. Both 
projects have “independent utility” and are not dependent upon each other; therefore, the projects 
are not being piecemealed. 

7. The Issue of Federal Preemption discussed in the EIR Precluded a Meaningful 
Analysis of Project Impacts 

The RDEIR recognizes that federal law operates to preempt local agencies from imposing 
requirements on interstate rail operations and that these laws may preclude the County from 
adequately ensuring that mitigation measures are adhered to. As a result, the RDEIR takes a 
conservative approach to the evaluation of impacts by recognizing that federal law may preempt 
the County from imposing conditions of approval that would mitigate these impacts, potentially 
resulting in unmitigated significant impacts. 

The RDEIR does not conclude that mitigation for impacts that may occur along the mainline are 
infeasible due to preemption. The RDEIR has developed mitigation measures for mainline 
impacts that were found to be significant. For example, in air quality, mitigation measures are 
identified that could reduce emissions, including the use of cleaner locomotives and reduced 
idling. The RDEIR recognizes that federal law preempts local agencies from imposing 
requirements on interstate rail operations and that these laws may preclude the County from 
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adequately ensuring that mitigation measures are adhered to. The EIR also discloses the scenario 
where the lead agency would not be able to apply these mitigation measures due to preemption. 
The RDEIR conservatively evaluates the Project’s potential impacts by recognizing that federal 
law may preempt the County from imposing conditions of approval that would mitigate 
identified impacts, potentially resulting in unmitigated significant impacts.  This satisfies the 
information disclosure requirements of CEQA and will allow the County decision makers to 
evaluate the full spectrum of potential environmental impacts as well as possible measures to 
mitigate the impacts. 

8. Federal Law Preemption Extends to State and Local Environmental Regulations 
such as Mitigation Measures Identified in the EIR 

The Rail Spur Project is an application by a private company to construct and operate its own 
facility on its own property that would not be run or operated by a rail operator. The rail operator 
would be responsible for delivering the crude trains to the SMR. Current case law does not 
address a situation such as this. It is, therefore, unclear whether federal law preempts the County 
from imposing mitigation measures to address impacts resulting from the transportation of crude 
oil along the mainline railroad tracks to the Project location. The RDEIR takes a conservative 
approach (i.e., reasonable case scenario) to the evaluation of impacts by recognizing that federal 
law may preempt the County from imposing conditions of approval that would mitigate these 
impacts, potentially resulting in unmitigated significant impacts. This satisfies the information 
disclosure requirements of CEQA and will allow the County decision makers to evaluate the full 
spectrum of potential environmental impacts as well as potential mitigation measures. 

Air Emissions 
The RDEIR has identified mitigation that would impact mainline rail operations. While requiring 
the use of Tier 4 locomotive engines would reduce potential ROG+NOx and Diesel Particulate 
Matter (DPM) emissions, it is possible that the County may not be able to require Phillips to 
contract with UPRR to use only these types of engines for its Project-related shipments. For this 
reason, the RDEIR concludes that air quality impacts relating to criteria pollutant emissions are 
potentially significant and unavoidable. Mitigation measure AQ-2a would allow the Applicant to 
mitigate its Project-related air quality impacts by securing on- and off-site emission reduction 
credits through the SLOAPCD. As this measure does not require the action or involvement of 
UPRR, it is questionable that such a measure would be preempted by federal law. It is 
speculative whether the use of the Applicant’s emissions credits would increase UPRR’s prices, 
or that any potential increase in prices would implicate the preemptive effect of federal law. It is 
possible, then, that the use of the Applicant’s emission credits would lessen the Project’s overall 
impacts to less than significant. However, the impact was found to be significant and 
unavoidable since the County may be preempted from requiring credit for emissions along the 
mainline rail routes. 

Oil Spill Impacts to Biological and Water Resources 
Federal law likely would not preempt the Applicant from preparing and providing the 
Emergency and Oil Spill Response Plans for the mainline rail routes to UPRR and the County as 
discussed for biological and water resource mitigation measures. It is currently unclear whether 
federal law would prohibit a contractual provision between the Applicant and UPRR that would 
ensure that UPRR follow such a plan in the event of a Project-related oil spill. However, the EIR 
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found that even with these plans, the impacts to biological and water resources in the event of an 
oil spill would be significant and unavoidable. 

Public Safety Hazards from Train Derailment and Crude Oil Release 
The Applicant has stated that it would either own or lease the rail tank cars that would be used to 
transport crude oil to the SMR. Mitigation measure HM-2a would require the Applicant to 
choose to buy or lease the types of rail cars that meet the “Option 1” specification that was 
identified in the U.S. Department of Transportation proposed rule for high hazard flammable 
trains. Because the Applicant would either own or lease the rail tank cars to be used by this 
Project, it is unlikely that federal law would preempt the County from imposing a mitigation 
measure that would ensure that the Applicant use the most protective types of train cars available 
on the market. 

Attachment C of the Phillips 66 comment letter for the Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) provides 
information on the number of new and retrofitted Option 1 tank cars that can be produced each 
year from 2015 through 2019. Clearly, Option 1 tank cars can be manufactured and/or retrofitted 
in a timeframe that would meet the needs of the proposed project. There are approximately 
300,000 DOT-111 tank cars in service that would require retrofitting under the Federal Railroad 
Association (FRA), July 23, 2014, Proposed Rulemaking. According to the data contained in 
Attachment C of the Phillips 66 comment letter, the industry is capable of producing 20,300 new 
Option 1 tank cars in 2015. Between 2016 and 2018, an additional 25,254 tank cars could be 
manufactured, and 89,422 existing DOT-111 tank cars could be retrofitted. Therefore, more than 
a third of the DOT-111 fleet could be replaced within the next few years. While obtaining Option 
1 tank cars for the project could be challenging and more expensive than planned, it is clearly 
feasible based upon the data provided in Attachment C of the Phillips 66 comment letter. 

Federal law may preempt the County from ensuring that specific routes are used or that positive 
train control is in place for all trains travelling to the project site. The RDEIR takes a 
conservative approach to the evaluation of potential impacts by recognizing that federal law may 
preempt the County from imposing conditions of approval that would mitigate impacts, 
potentially resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts. 

Impacts to Emergency Response and Fire Protection Agencies 
Mitigation measure PS-4a would require information to be supplied to first response agencies 
along the mainline rail routes regarding the transportation of crude oil to the SMR. To the extent 
that the Applicant receives what The U.S. Department of Transportation considers to be 
“hazardous community” materials, the Applicant should be capable of supplying this information 
to first response agencies on a quarterly basis regarding how those materials arrived to the SMR. 
Similarly, the Applicant should be capable of notifying first response agencies when the train 
cars it has bought or leased have been picked up from their origination points and an estimated 
date of arrival at the SMR. Such information would help meet the requirements of mitigation 
measure PS-4e and would not appear to implicate federal preemptive laws. The same is true of 
mitigation measures PS-4c and PS-4d, which would require funding to be paid to first response 
agencies and emergency responders along the mainline route to mitigate impacts resulting from 
possible project-related oil spills. Federal law does not appear to preempt a lead agency from 
requiring an applicant such as Phillips 66 to ensure that emergency responders are trained and 
able to respond to spills of the applicant’s crude oil. 



  Response to Comments - Executive Summary 
 

December 2015 17 Phillips SMR Rail Project  
  Final EIR 

The California Office of Emergency Services (OES) has determined that numerous local 
emergency response offices lack adequate resources to respond to oil by rail accidents. Many of 
these first responders are in rural areas and have little or no funding for firefighters and rely on 
volunteer firefighters. Many departments lack the necessary capacity to support a hazmat team to 
purchase or maintain necessary specialized vehicles and equipment, or to obtain training in the 
specialized areas of oil rail safety and flammable liquid, and their response time to significant oil 
by rail accident could be hours (State of California 2004). 

However, federal law may preempt the County from requiring UPRR to provide particular 
training, funding, overall hazardous commodity flow data, or real-time information in the event 
of a spill to emergency responders.  To the extent that mitigation measures PS-4a through PS-4e 
would require such action by UPRR, the RDEIR takes a conservative approach by recognizing 
that federal law may preempt the County from imposing such mitigation measures. The EIR 
found that even with this mitigation the impacts to emergency response and fire protection would 
be significant and unavoidable.  This satisfies the information disclosure requirements of CEQA 
and will allow the County decision makers to evaluate the full spectrum of potential 
environmental impacts as well as potential mitigation measures. 

9. Mitigation Measures Identified in the RDEIR Rely on Future Rulemaking at both 
the State and Federal Level 

The mitigation measures in the RDEIR do not rely on the final decision of the U.S. Department 
of Transportation (DOT) rulemaking regarding crude by rail regulations. While the RDEIR 
discusses the rule making (see Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials), the RDEIR 
evaluated all of the tank car designs suggested in the proposed DOT rule, and required as a 
mitigation measure that the tank car design Option 1 be used (see mitigation measures PS-4b in 
Section 4.11, Public Services and Utilities). 

With regard to California Senate Bill 861, which will require railroads to have detailed oil spill 
response plans and to conduct oil spill response drills, the California Office of Spill Prevention 
and Response (OSPR) has issued final regulations to implement SB 861. The Oil Spill 
Contingency Plans are due January 1, 2016. However, the timing of when the plans will have to 
be in place is not yet known. Portions of this legislation as it relates to railroads have been 
subject to litigation, and it is likely that further litigation by the railroads will occur, since the 
railroad claims that the State is preempted by federal law. The OSPR regulation and 
implementation plan sets out standards for the Oil Spill Contingency Plans, which include the 
following best available protection, based upon reasonable worst case spill volumes: standards 
for response, containment and cleanup, equipment types, location and estimated time for delivery 
of equipment, contractual arrangement for equipment and services, use of rated oil spill response 
organizations, strategies to protect environmentally sensitive areas, and a requirement to 
demonstrate financial resources to pay for spill response and damages. The plan must also 
include announced and unannounced spill response drills.  

Mitigation measure BIO-11, which addresses an Oil Spill Contingency Plan for the mainline rail 
routes, has been modified to require the development of an Oil Spill Contingency Plan and 
identifies specific performance standards that do not rely on implementation of SB 861.  
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Depending upon the outcome of the SB 861 process, the Oil Spill Contingency Plan required by 
this legislation could be used to meet the requirements of the modified mitigation measure BIO-
11. 

The issue of waiting for the final rules to be developed by DOT and CDFW is not a CEQA issue, 
but rather an issue for the decision makers. The commenter’s statement about waiting until these 
rules are finalized is included in the FEIR for the decision-makers’ consideration as part of the 
County’s deliberations on the proposed project. 

10. The RDEIR did not Address the Impacts of Rail Transportation Beyond the UPRR 
Roseville and Colton Rail Yards 

The RDEIR addressed the impacts associated with moving crude oil along the mainline UPPR 
tracks throughout the State of California. Detailed analysis of the impacts along the mainline was 
done for the routes from the SMR to the UPRR rail yards in Roseville and Colton, California. A 
less detailed analysis was done for some issue areas from these two rail yards to the California 
border. As stated in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Analysis, trains could enter California at five 
different locations (one at the north end of the state from Oregon, two at the northeast from 
Nevada, one at the southeast from Nevada, and one at the south from Arizona). Depending upon 
the route taken, trains could arrive at the Phillips 66 site from the north or the south. It is 
unknown what route UPRR would use to deliver the trains to the SMR.  

Coming from the north, the routes merge at the UPRR Roseville Rail Yard. From the south, the 
routes merge at the Colton Rail Yard. Given that the route the trains would travel to get to these 
two UPRR yards is speculative, the EIR has evaluated in more detail the impacts of trains 
traveling from these two UPRR yards to the SMR. 

Beyond the two UPRR Yards, trains could travel any number of routes. Also, crude oil delivered 
to California by UPRR would generally pass through either of these two rail yards en route to the 
SMR. Depending upon the source of the crude oil, crude oil trains could use any portion of the 
UPRR network from the source location for the crude oil to Roseville/Colton. The exact route 
that would be taken would depend upon a number of factors, which could include the source of 
the crude oil, weather conditions, train traffic conditions, etc. Since the routes past Roseville and 
Colton are more speculative, some of the issue areas have addressed the impacts of rail 
movement beyond these rail yards in a more qualitative nature. For other issue areas, the impacts 
have been addressed quantitatively, such as hazards, air quality, greenhouse gases, noise, etc. 

With regard to impacts outside of the State of California, it is speculative as to whether these 
impacts would not occur without the Rail Spur Project. Since 2009 there has been a 50-fold 
increase in the amount of crude oil moved by train. Estimates are that 233,698 tank cars of crude 
oil were moved by rail in 2012. This increased to over 800,000 tank cars moved by rail in 2014. 
This increasing trend in the movement of crude oil via rail is expected to continue. Even without 
the Rail Spur Project, the states outside of California will likely see increased crude by rail 
traffic, and the crude oil that would go to the SMR could go to other facilities that would require 
crude oil trains to move through these other states. In fact, a number of crude by rail projects 
have been approved in the State of Washington, which would likely use some of the same 
mainline rail routes as the Rail Spur Project outside of California. 
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11. The RDEIR does not Contain Sufficient Information to Support a Statement of 
Overriding Consideration 

A statement of overriding considerations, would only be considered and adopted by the County 
decision makers if the project is approved. A statement of overriding considerations may be 
based on evidence within the record as a whole and need not be based on the RDEIR alone, as 
provided for in CEQA Guidelines §15093. The County will need to develop a statement of 
overriding consideration only if the decision makers decide to approve the proposed project and 
will base any such statement on substantial evidence in the record. 

12. Length of the Crude Oil Unit Train would be Longer than what was Evaluated in 
the RDEIR 

In the RDEIR, the Project Description (see Chapter 2.0) stated that each rail car would be 90 feet 
long. This was an incorrect statement. As shown in Appendix A of the RDEIR, each of the 80 
tank cars and two buffer cars would be 60 feet long, and the three locomotives would be 90 feet 
long. This would make the total train length 5,190 feet (82*60+90*3=5,190). Text has been 
added to Section 2.5 of the FEIR that provides additional information on the length of a unit 
train. Appendix A of the RDEIR contains detailed track drawings that provide the length of each 
of the tracks. Figure 2-4 of the FEIR has been modified to provide the length of each of the 
tracks.  

13. Processing of Canadian Crude at the Santa Maria Refinery would Increase 
Environmental Impacts at the Refinery 

The Santa Maria Refinery already treats a wide variety of crude oil from different sources, many 
of which are of similar quality to Canadian tar sands. The refinery is specifically designed to 
treat heavy, low quality crude oil. The table below shows a comparison of the key crude 
components for the current Santa Maria Refinery crude slate and the Canadian crudes evaluated 
in the RDEIR. 

Property Unit of 
Measure 

Current SMR Operations Potential Crude by Rail Sources 
Typical 

Crude Blend 
Range  of 

Major Crude 
Sources 

Access 
Western 

Blend 

Peace River 
Heavy 

API Gravity oAPI 18.6 12.2-21.0 22.8 20.4 
BTEX Percentage Volume  % 0.81 0.8-0.89   1.25 0.99 
LPG Percentage Volume % 0.9 0-1.0 0.73 0.89 
Sulfur Concentration Weight % 4.2 2.1-5.2 4.0 5.0 
Vanadium Concentration wppm 208 41-400 190 167 
Nickel Concentration wppm 85 71-118 73 56 
Total Acid Number (TAN) mgKOH/g 1.0 0.4-4.0 1.7 2.5 
7. Typical blend properties based upon 3-year average. 
8. Range of major crudes represent the major sources of current crudes to the refinery and include a number of 

OCS and local onshore sources. 
9. Both potential crudes by rail are Canadian tar sand dilbits. 
Source: Data provided by Phillips 66, 2014 and  from http://www.crudemonitor.ca/home.php 
 
As the data shows in the table above, the two Canadian crude oils evaluated in the EIR have 
similar composition to the range of major crude sources that are currently processed at the Santa 
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Maria Refinery. The figure below shows the breakdown of the yield for the crude mix currently 
being run by the Santa Maria Refinery compared with the two dilbit crudes evaluated in the 
RDEIR. This figure shows that the amount of naphtha, distillate, gas oil, and resid for the two 
dilbit crudes evaluated in the RDEIR are very similar to the typical composition of crude that is 
currently processed at the Santa Maria Refinery. This data would indicate that the amount of 
naphtha (i.e., pressure distillate) and gas oils produced at the Santa Maria Refinery with the use 
of the dilbits would not increase with the change in crude. 

 
Sources:  
1. http://www.crudemonitor.ca/dist.php?units=c&temp=527&submit=-%3E&recov=33.63&acr=PH&time=hist 
2. http://www.crudemonitor.ca/dist.php?acr=AWB&time=hist 
3. Phillips 66-Average values for 2014 and part of 2015. 

The RDEIR examined changes in emissions associated with a change of crude slate, as indicated 
in Section 4.3.4.2, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, which states “For the Santa Maria 
Refinery, key crude slate parameters that could impact air emissions include the percent of 
benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes (BTEX), vacuum resid, sulfur and metals in the 
crude oil.” The BTEX was analyzed in the health risk assessment to determine the increased 
health risk. Increased sulfur was assessed as to the increased sulfur truck trips that could be 
required. None of the other components would alter the emissions at the refinery as the heavy 
metals would not be emitted into the air from the Santa Maria Refinery. Note that as the API 
gravity would be similar, the emissions of volatile components (ROG) from fugitive emissions 
would be similar with the change in crude slate. 

BTEX levels of Canadian tar sands crude oil are similar to other heavy crude oil processed by 
the Santa Maria Refinery, and the RDEIR demonstrates that any increases in BTEX would 
generate a nominal increase in health risk. The metals in the tar sands oil would not be 
volatilized at the Santa Maria Refinery or along transportation routes and would, therefore, not 
contribute to increases in air-based health risk, and the key metals would actually be lower than 
the current crude slate. 
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The use of higher sulfur crude oils would increase the amount of sulfur produced at the Santa 
Maria Refinery. This increase in sulfur and the associated truck trips are addressed in the RDEIR 
in Section 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases, and Section 4.12, Transportation and 
Circulation. 

Emissions of sulfur dioxide are not anticipated to increase, as most of the sulfur in the crude is 
removed as elemental sulfur and trucked from the site, and the SLOCAPCD has limits on the 
emissions of sulfur dioxide from the refinery processing equipment. 

As the Santa Maria Refinery already processes heavy crude oils, and the tar sands crude oils 
would have a similar proportion of vacuum resid, the production of coke is not expected to 
change with the project. Additional information on the composition of the projected crudes 
compared with the current crude slate at the Santa Maria Refinery is provided in Chapter 2.0, 
Project Description. 

For the Santa Maria Refinery, key crude slate parameters that could impact hazards and potential 
releases at the refinery have to do with the corrosivity of the crude oil. The table above provides 
the key corrosivity driving properties (sulfur and total acid number (TAN)) of the typical crude 
blend and range of major crudes processed at the Santa Maria Refinery as well as a range of 
typical crudes that could be delivered by rail. 

Naphthenic acids are natural constituents in many petroleum sources, including bitumen from oil 
sands. Naphthenic acids can create corrosion problems. This type of corrosion is referred to as 
naphthenic acid corrosion (NAC). Because of the lack of available naphthenic acid concentration 
data for crude oil, the petroleum industry uses a measurement known as the total acid number 
(TAN) to qualitatively measure the potential for an oil to produce such corrosion problems. High 
sulfur levels can lead to sulfide-related corrosion. 

Santa Maria Refinery currently processes sour, heavy crudes with elevated levels of sulfur and 
organic acids. The Santa Maria Refinery follows the guidelines laid out in the American 
Petroleum Institute Recommended Practice “Guidelines for Avoiding Sulfidation Corrosion 
Failures in Oil Refineries.” Phillips 66 also has a required standard for their refineries (M-42-RS-
03 “Sulfidation Service Equipment.”), which the Santa Maria Refinery is in compliance with.  
Both these documents provide rules and guidelines to monitor, mitigate and prevent sulfidation 
corrosion of process equipment. 

With respect to organic acid corrosion, Santa Maria Refinery follows generally accepted industry 
practices and the Phillips 66 Consensus Best Practice for “Naphthenic Acid Service Equipment.” 
This document provides guidelines and recommendations for appropriate metallurgy and wide-
spread risk based inspection including inspection frequency and methods, use of corrosion 
inhibitors and suggestions for possible equipment locations, material types, fluid velocities and 
temperature ranges where naphthenic acid corrosion may be expected to occur. Santa Maria 
Refinery has a comprehensive inspection and monitoring program for naphthenic acid corrosion 
and has made numerous metallurgical upgrades of piping and equipment in response to program 
findings. Phillips 66 has approved capital projects planned between now and 2015 to further 
upgrade piping and equipment and improve organic acid corrosion resistance at Santa Maria 
Refinery. 
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Phillips 66 has a number of existing process safety policies and procedures that would apply to 
the Rail Spur Project, including the equipment and operating procedures. These programs are 
designed to prevent releases of hazardous materials, minimize risk, and ensure the refinery’s 
ability to process crude without increasing risk of releases. For example, the Mechanical 
Integrity Program covers equipment used to process, control, and store hazardous chemicals and 
assigns responsibility for equipment inspection and testing as well as maintenance. This program 
meets the requirements of CCR Title 8 Sec 5189, "Process Safety Management of Acutely 
Hazardous Materials" (f), (j) and 29 CFR 1910.119, "Process Safety Management of Highly 
Hazardous Chemicals" (j). 

The refinery uses a Positive Material Identification (PMI) program to ensure the integrity of all 
mechanical and pressurized systems. This program is overseen by the refinery’s Inspection 
Supervisor.  

Any new feedstock coming to the refinery undergoes a complete Management of Change (MOC) 
analysis to ensure that all hazards, as well as the refinery’s systems, are safe and operable. The 
MOC program is part of the refinery’s Process Safety Management program and tracks 
equipment modification, addition of new systems and process changes. MOC covers all changes 
that involve specific chemicals at or above threshold limits as defined in California Code of 
Regulation, Section 5189, Appendix A or flammable liquids or gasses as defined by California 
Code of Regulations, Section 5194(c), including new construction, modifications, changes in 
chemicals or materials, changes in feedstock, and changes in concentrations, temperatures, 
pressures, or flow rates outside of established Safe Process Limits. In San Luis Obispo County, 
this program is managed by County Environmental Health with support from CalOSHA. 

A review of the data in the table above shows that the expected range of sulfur and TAN would 
be within the range of the crudes that are currently being processed at the Santa Maria Refinery. 
Therefore, the change in crude slate would not be expected to change the sulfur or TAN levels 
compared to the crude sources that are currently being processed at the Santa Maria Refinery. It 
is possible that the TAN could increase when compared to the typical crude blend. However, 
with the programs and management systems discussed above, this potential increase would not 
be expected to increase the hazards or likelihood of a release at the Santa Maria Refinery.  

14. Light Crude, Other than Bakken Crude, could be Shipped to the Santa Maria 
Refinery via Rail 

As stated in Chapter 2.0 (Project Description) of the RDEIR, the Santa Maria Refinery 
historically has processed and currently processes primarily heavy sour crudes; though, these are 
sometimes blended with other lighter, sweeter crudes in small amounts. The Santa Maria 
Refinery is designed to process heavy sour crudes that are typical of the local and offshore Santa 
Barbara crudes. The refinery is not designed to handle large quantities of light sweet crude. A 
new mitigation measure (HM-2d) in the Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Section 4.7) has been 
added that would ban the rail unloading of crudes with an API Gravity of 30o or greater, which 
would cover light crudes. 
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15. The RDEIR did not Provide a Complete Description of the Decommissioning 
Phase of the Rail Spur Project 

The EIR (Chapter 2.0, Project Description) states that the SMR Rail Spur Project is expected to 
operate for the remaining life of the SMR, which could be another 20 or 30 years, if not longer. 
Decommissioning and abandonment of the Rail Spur facilities would require similar equipment 
and durations as the construction of the facilities, which are discussed in Chapter 4.0 of the EIR. 
Once all of the equipment is removed, the area would be graded and then revegetated. The 
remaining life of the refinery is dependent on crude oil supplies, prices and overall economics. 
At the end of the life of the SMR, the County of San Luis Obispo would undertake an 
environmental review of the decommissioning and abandonment of the entire refinery complex, 
including the rail spur. The EIR clearly states that the Rail Spur Project at some time in the 
future, when the SMR shuts down, would be decommissioned and abandoned and that the 
impacts would be similar to those for the construction of the facility. This allows the decision 
makers and the public to fully understand the scope of decommissioning and abandonment.  

Decommissioning and abandonment would occur after the refinery and rail operations are shut 
down, so there would be no overlap between the construction and operation of the Rail Spur 
Project; therefore, the impacts would not be cumulative. In addition, in 20 to 30 years or more, 
when the refinery and associated rail spur are shut down, the County would require a Coastal 
Development Permit for the decommissioning and abandonment activities, which would require 
additional environmental review under CEQA. This environmental review would address, in 
detail, the removal and restoration of the refinery site, identify any significant impacts associated 
with decommission and abandonment, and develop mitigation measures. 

16. The Proposed Rail Spur Project would have a Significant Visual Impact on 
Surrounding Areas 

The Rail Spur Project proposes to construct the unloading facility and rail spur tracks adjacent to 
the southern slopes of a natural landform ridge. This adjacent landform rises to elevations 
ranging from approximately 120 to 145 feet above sea level. The rail spur tracks are proposed at 
an elevation of approximately 94 feet above sea level, which would be as much as 55 feet lower 
than the landform to the north. As a result, views of the unloading facility and railroad spur from 
the north and the northeast would be substantially blocked. In addition, the eastern segment of 
the rail spur tracks, closest to Highway 1, are proposed to be constructed in an excavated area 
maintaining the approximately 94-foot elevation, while the adjacent ground rises up eastward, 
resulting in the easternmost end of the tracks being approximately 20 feet below the surrounding 
natural terrain. This elevation difference, along with the required 10- to 20-foot tall mitigation 
berm, would combine for an approximately 30- to 40-foot tall earthen visual screen around the 
eastern end of the railroad spur. This berm height in combination with the natural ridge to the 
north will be sufficient to reduce visibility of the project to a less than significant level for 
viewpoints from the east, including elevated viewpoints on Via Concha, Louise Lane, 
Eucalyptus Road, Thomas Court, and other viewing areas. 

The RDEIR Aesthetics section considers all public viewpoints surrounding the project and 
specifically addresses viewpoints associated with the developments east of Highway 1. The 
project location was directly viewed and analyzed from each of these potential viewpoints. The 
analysis, potential impacts and mitigation measures identified in the RDEIR Aesthetics section 
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include and specifically address views from the residential and recreational developments east of 
Highway 1. 

Key Viewing Areas (KVAs) along Highway 1 provide a fair representation of how the majority 
of the public would experience the project. Highway 1 has the greatest traffic volume, is the 
closest public roadway, and is a primary regional and local transportation route. KVAs along 
Highway 1 were positioned at major entrances to the Trilogy residential development and other 
east side developments to further increase their representative value. KVA-2, at the intersection 
of Highway 1 and Via Concha, is at an elevation of approximately 200 feet above sea level. The 
closest residential street (and golf course) east of the project is at an elevation of approximately 
235 feet above sea level. Potential viewpoints along Louise Lane and Eucalyptus Road rise to 
approximately 250 feet above sea level. 

Although the 35- to 50-foot viewpoint elevation difference between Highway 1 and the 
viewpoints to the east is not substantial when applied to the 0.5 to 1.5 mile viewing distance, 
field analysis showed that some public viewpoints would have slightly increased visual exposure 
to the project compared to views from Highway 1. This increased visual exposure would mostly 
occur through the 600-foot gap in the existing approximately one-mile long windrow of mature 
eucalyptus trees paralleling the east side of Highway 1. The RDEIR analyzed views from these 
elevated viewpoints and includes mitigation measures which would minimize visual impacts 
from these areas. 

In addition, field review showed that this somewhat increased exposure also includes greater 
visibility of the existing Santa Maria Refinery, coke processing facility, railroad tracks and other 
development. As seen from these elevated locations, the project would not block views of the 
Pacific Ocean, coastline, dunes, riparian corridors, or agricultural field patterns. Direct 
observation showed that from the vast majority of potential public views within the developed 
and recreation areas east of Highway 1, views of the project would be substantially or completely 
blocked by some combination of intervening vegetation, landform, distance or existing 
residential and recreational development. 

17. The Nighttime Lighting from the Rail Spur Facility would Have a Significant Impact 
on Surrounding Areas 

The RDEIR acknowledges visibility of new night lights from the surrounding areas and 
identifies substantial mitigation measures to minimize any potentially adverse effects. At the 
unloading facility, all lights would be mounted under the proposed canopy. Forty of these canopy 
lights would be placed 60 feet apart, and thirty of them would be placed 20 feet apart. Lighting 
for the rail spur would only be for perimeter fencing security purposes and would be placed on 
15-foot tall poles, 500 feet apart. The lighting associated with the unloading facility would be 
viewed at a distance of approximately 1.5 miles or more from viewpoints east of Highway 1 and 
would be seen in the context of the Santa Maria Refinery immediately to the north. In addition, 
the unloading facility proposes a covered canopy over the majority of the area, which would 
decrease light-trespass. Similar to the lack of visibility of the existing Santa Maria Refinery’s 
illuminated ground-plane, intervening topography would block views of the illuminated ground-
plane of the unloading facility as seen from Highway 1 and the residential areas to the east. 
Although the project would introduce light into a new area, the required berm in combination 
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with the natural ridge to the north would help reduce visibility of night lighting for viewpoints 
from the east, including elevated viewpoints in the Trilogy development and other public 
viewpoints. With applied mitigation measures, new lighting would not appear out of place given 
the relatively close proximity to the existing Santa Maria Refinery and coke processing facility, 
which emits high levels of industrial lighting every night of the year. 

In addition to the Applicant-proposed lighting features, such as downward-directed lights with 
fully shielded lenses, the RDEIR requires substantial mitigation measures that would minimize 
lighting impacts through expertise and photometric-based design and technology, based on 
established dark-sky principles. Mitigation measures preclude illumination of adjacent slopes, 
prohibit placement of perimeter lights (which as previously described would be 15-feet tall) east 
of the screening berm (which as previously described would be 10 to 20 feet tall), and require the 
use of motion detectors rather than being continuously on. 

Importantly, following project completion, the RDEIR requires the preparation of a Lighting 
Evaluation Report for review and approval by the County Department of Planning and Building 
prepared by a qualified lighting engineer not involved in the design of the original lighting plan. 
The Lighting Evaluation Report would conduct a comprehensive evaluation of in-place lighting, 
under all expected circumstances, and would require correction of any unexpected or residual 
lighting impacts based on direct observation of the completed project. The air quality mitigation 
that would limit rail car unloading from between 7 A.M. and 7P.M. would also serve to reduce 
the nighttime lighting impacts to less than significant. 

18. The Rail Spur Project Site Contains Environmentally Sensitive Habitat (ESHA) 
The Rail Spur Project is not located within any mapped combining designations for ESHA as 
currently shown in the South County Coastal Area Plan. The County also has not historically 
identified areas in the County as Unmapped ESHA.  

Regardless, as part of preparation of the EIR, the site was evaluated to determine whether ESHA 
is present, per the ESHA Identification guidance of the California Coastal Commission (July 31, 
2013), which states: 

“Pursuant to Section 30107.5, in order to determine whether an area constitutes an ESHA, and 
is therefore subject to the protections of Section 30240 of the Coastal Act, the California Coastal 
Commission has asked if either of the two conditions have been met: 

1) There are rare species or habitat in the subject area; 
2) There are especially valuable species or habitat in the area, which is determined based on: 

a. Whether any species or habitat that is present has a special nature, or; 
b. Whether any species or habitat that is present has a special role in the ecosystem.” 

On past projects, when the Commission has found that either of these two conditions is met, it 
has assessed whether the habitat or species meeting these conditions is easily disturbed or 
degraded by human activities and developments. If they are, the Commission has found the area 
to be ESHA (CCC 2013). 
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To determine whether the Rail Spur Project area meets these guidelines for ESHA, or the County 
definition of Unmapped ESHA, the County reviewed the wildlife and botanical survey reports 
prepared by the Applicant’s consultant (Arcadis), conducted a site visit to review the reports 
content and accuracy, conducted independent review of existing literature, database queries, and 
mapping data, and corresponded with species experts.   

Following the circulation of the RDEIR, additional survey efforts were conducted in 2015 by 
Arcadis and Leidos to ensure accuracy and consistency with vegetation type mapping with the 
National Vegetation Classification system, as described within A Manual of California 
Vegetation (Sawyer et al 2009).   

Based on the best available information, it was determined that the Rail Spur Project area: 

1) Is not currently occupied by rare, threatened or endangered species protected under the 
California or Federal Endangered Species Act;  

2) Is not currently occupied by “fully protected species”, but does provide habitat for, and has 
been occupied by, “species of special concern” as defined by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife; 

3) Is currently occupied by plant species that are listed as Rank 1B status by the California 
Native Plant Society; and,  

4) Is currently occupied by sensitive communities recognized by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. 

Due to meeting the last two factors, the Rail Spur Project area meets the definition of ESHA as 
defined in the guidelines set forth by the California Coastal Commission for defining ESHA 
(CCC 2013). The Rail Spur Project site also appears to meet the definition of Unmapped ESHA 
in the County’s LCP (CZLUO Section 23.11) since the area contains sensitive plant and animal 
species needing protection, which includes California Rare Plant Rank 1B species (i.e., 
Blochman’s leafy daisy and dune larkspur), burrowing owls, and coast horn lizard. Utilizing this 
definition, and as discussed below in impact BIO.5, the Rail Spur Project would permanently 
impact approximately 20.88 acres of habitat that is considered sensitive by California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). 

It is important to also consider that the Rail Spur Project area has been highly disturbed and 
degraded from agricultural, industrial, and human activities for several decades and does not 
appear to contain features that have an equivalent characteristic or natural function as other 
mapped ESHA. This conclusion is based on a qualitative comparison with ESHA habitat that is 
located to the west of the UPRR mainline, which contains a high habitat value and supports 
numerous special-status species. Removal of agricultural practices and large-scale restoration 
efforts would be necessary to restore the functions and values to the area. Similar efforts have 
shown to be successful in the area east of the UPRR, east and north of the SMR, and the area 
west of the UPRR. 

19. Process of Canadian Crudes at the SMR would Increase Refinery Air Emissions 
The RDEIR examined changes in emissions associated with a change of crude slate as part of 
Impact AQ.2 (see Section 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases). For the SMR, key crude slate 
parameters that could impact air emissions include the percent of BTEX, vacuum resid, sulfur 
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and metals in the crude oil. The BTEX was analyzed in the health risk assessment to determine 
the increased health risk. The impacts associated with additional sulfur truck trips were also 
assessed. None of the other crude oil components would alter the emissions at the refinery, as the 
heavy metals would not be emitted into the air from the SMR. Note that as the API gravity of the 
existing crude processed at the SMR would be similar to what is proposed, the emissions of 
volatile components (ROG) from fugitive emissions would be similar.  

BTEX levels of Canadian tar sands crude oil are similar to other heavy crude oil processed by 
the SMR, and the RDEIR demonstrates that any increases in BTEX would generate a nominal 
increase in health risk. The metals in the tar sands oil would not be volatilized at the SMR or 
along transportation routes and would, therefore, not contribute to increases in air-based health 
risk. 

The use of higher sulfur crude oils would increase the amount of sulfur produced at the SMR. 
This increase in sulfur and the associated truck trips are addressed in the RDEIR in Section 4.3, 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases. Emissions of sulfur dioxide are not anticipated to increase, as 
most of the sulfur in the crude is removed as elemental sulfur and trucked from the site, and the 
SLOCAPCD has limits on the emissions of sulfur dioxide from the refinery processing 
equipment.   

As the SMR already processes heavy crude oils, and the tar sands crude oils would have a similar 
proportion of heavier materials, the production of coke is not expected to change with the 
project. Additional information on the make up the projected crudes compared with the current 
crude slate at the SMR is provided in Chapter 2.0, Project Description. 

20. The Rail Spur Project would Increase Fugitive Particulate Exceedences on the 
Nipomo Mesa 

A study performed by the SLOCAPCD, the South County Phase 2 Particulate Study, evaluated 
whether impacts from off-road vehicle activities at the Oceano Dunes State Vehicle Recreational 
Area (SVRA), the Phillips Refinery coke piles, and adjacent agricultural fields were contributing 
to the particulate problems on the Nipomo Mesa (SLOC APCD 2010). The Phase 2 portion of 
the study concluded that off-road vehicle activity in the SVRA is a major contributing factor to 
the PM concentrations observed on the Nipomo Mesa and that neither the petroleum coke piles 
at the Phillips facility nor agricultural fields or activities in and around the area are a significant 
source of ambient PM on the Nipomo Mesa. The composition of the particulates is 
predominately natural crustal particles. The SLOCAPCD has determined that the dune complex 
along the coast of the Five Cities area is the source of the high particulate matter levels measured 
at the South Coast stations (SLOCAPCD Annual Emissions Report 2013). The SMR has a coke 
dust plan to reduce coke dust, and it does involve watering. However, the proposed Project is not 
anticipated to increase coke handling or contribute to dust particulate levels in the area. Air 
quality violations on the mesa are primarily associated with natural crustal particulates. 

As per the SLOCAPCD Annual Report in 2013, the days which cause impacts from the dunes 
are associated with strong winds out of the northwest, with the strong winds generating high 
levels of dune dust and causing PM impacts. These periods would produce substantial dispersion 
of the diesel PM emissions from the project site and would not correlate with the same 
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meteorological conditions that would be associated with maximum impacts from the rail spur 
operations. Therefore, rail spur operations are not anticipated to contribute to additional 
exceedances of the PM standard. 

21. The RDEIR Underestimated the Probability and Risk of a Crude Oil Train Accident 
along the Mainline Rail Routes 

The historical accidental data used in the RDEIR for estimating the probability of a crude oil 
train accident was not limited to trains shipping crude oil in recent years, but the long term 
historical train accident data for all freight. The use of data from all freight train movements 
nationwide provides a very robust database for estimating rail accidents and derailments. 

Average U.S. train derailment rates over the 5-year period from 2005 to 2009 have previously 
been estimated using data from the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) Rail Equipment Accident (REA) database combined with traffic data from 
the rail industry (Liu et al, 2014). This dataset was used to develop detailed derailment rates as a 
function of three factors: FRA Track Class, traffic volume (which appears to be correlated with 
additional maintenance above basic federal requirements) and Method of Operation (i.e., 
signaled or non-signaled trackage). All three of these factors have a significant effect on freight 
train derailment rate. These factors were used to calculate segment-specific derailment rates, 
thereby enabling a fine grained calculation of derailment probability for any particular route. As 
discussed below, the overall accident rate has declined since this data was recorded and 
analyzed, thereby resulting in an overestimation of the present-day risk, and future risk. For 
example, the average accident rate for the five-year period from 2010 to 2014 was 27 percent 
lower than the average for the five-year period from 2005 to 2009, and the preliminary estimate 
of the accident rate for 2014 was 35 percent lower than the five-year period from 2010 to 2014. 

The reason data from 2005 to 2009 was used is because that dataset contained additional 
information that allowed for the estimated effect of FRA Track Class, Traffic Density and 
Method of Operation (Signaled or Unsignaled) on derailment rate. This additional granularity is 
needed for more precise segment-specific accident rate used in the analysis. 

The derailment rates calculated were based on 1,420 Class 1 railroad mainline derailments. 
Inclusion of a few more crude oil train derailments in recent years would have virtually no effect 
on the estimated rates. The suggestion that because these recent accidents were not included in 
the RDEIR dataset somehow invalidates the results reflects a lack of understanding of the 
analytical technique and how it was used. The data needed for this analysis are less complete 
than for overall accident rate, but all other things being equal, there is no reason to believe that 
crude oil trains derail at a rate different than other freight trains. Using what data are available 
and making certain assumptions, the EIR consultant conducted an analysis in 2014 and observed 
no significant difference in the derailment rate for crude oil trains then for other freight trains. 

The railroad accident rate has been steadily trending downward for over a decade. The accident 
rates in the past few years were the lowest since the FRA started recording the data in the mid-
1970s. In the period from 2004 to 2014, the rate declined by 49 percent (almost half) (see Figure 
below). 
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Railroad Accident Rate 2004 – 2014 

 
Data Source: US DOT Federal Railroad Administration  
http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/officeofsafety/publicsite/summary.aspx 
(Data for 2014 include January through November) 

Most derailments receive little or no attention from the public or media. Railroads are required 
by regulation to report all accidents that exceed a certain monetary threshold in damage to track, 
signals and rolling stock (currently $9,600). Proper estimation of train accident rates involves 
analysis of all accidents divided by the total amount of traffic. The reason that some perceive an 
increase in the railroad petroleum crude oil accident rate is because of the more than 50-fold 
increase in this traffic since 2009. Estimates are that 233,698 tank cars of crude oil were moved 
by rail in 2012. This increased to over 435,000 tank cars moved by rail in 2013 (the full year of 
data is not yet available for 2014). With this increase in crude by rail traffic, the derailment and 
spill probability data would suggest that multiple crude by rail accidents would happen each 
year. 

Using the accident and spill probability data from the EIR would have estimated that between 
2012 and 2013 there would have been two to five derailments that had spills of 100 gallons or 
more in the U.S. Based upon the United States Department of Transportation Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) incident data base, there were three crude 
oil train derailments with spills of 100 gallons or more. This does not contain the accident and 
spills that have occurred in Canada over this period since the accident and spill probability data 
is for mainline rails within the United States only. 

The methodology for estimating crude oil unit train accidents and spill probabilities is also 
consistent with the methodology outlined by the American Institute of Chemical Engineers, 
Center for Chemical Process Safety (AIChE CCPS) document Guidelines for Chemical 
Transportation Risk Analysis (CCPS, 1995), which is the definitive reference on the 
methodology for estimating hazardous materials transportation risk.  

The FEIR analysis is also in full agreement with the comments regarding the probability of 
future oil spills that would be associated with increased crude oil rail shipments. The FEIR found 
that the risk of a crude oil train accident and spill was a significant and unavoidable (Class I) 
impact. 
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22. The EIR Underestimated Spill Volume of Crude Oil from a Train Accident along the 
Mainline Rail Routes 

In the event of a train derailment and accident, only a limited number of rail cars actually derail 
and spill oil. In no case has a rail accident resulted in all rail cars derailing and failing. The 
median number of cars derailed per FRA-reportable, freight-train derailment on Class I 
mainlines was six, which is what was used in the EIR analysis (Liu et al., 2013). In this analysis, 
we assumed that all derailed cars were crude oil tank cars. The conditional probability of release 
(CPR) represents tank car safety performance in accidents and was estimated based on the latest 
statistics developed by the Railway Supply Institute (RSI) – Association of American Railroads 
(AAR) Railroad Tank Car Safety Research and Test Project. The RSI-AAR Tank Car Project 
analysis accounts for tank car safety design features and accident characteristics. The RSI-AAR 
Project has also calculated a similar statistic, CPR (>100), which is the conditional probability of 
release of more than 100 gallons from an individual tank car involved in an FRA-reportable 
accident. Releases smaller than this amount are not believed to pose a substantial threat, so this is 
the principal metric being used by the rail and tank car industries in their consideration of 
different tank car safety designs. CPR (>100) is used in the risk analysis described here to be 
consistent with other documents related to this subject. Based upon the information above, the 
spill analysis used in the EIR represents a reasonable worst case. 

23. Derailment of Crude Oil Trains Cannot be Prevented or Fully Mitigated 
The FEIR analysis is in agreement with this comment in that it is clear that there is a relatively 
high probability of a unit train derailment. FEIR Table 4.7.1 “Rail Incidents - Initiating and 
Contributing Causes” identifies more than 50 types of events that can lead to a rail accident. 
These initiating and contributing causes are included in the larger database of train derailments 
that was used to estimate route-specific derailment rates as part of the FEIR. As noted in the 
FEIR, the probability of these initiating events can be reduced, but not eliminated. As a result, 
the FEIR found the risk of a train derailment and spill to be a Significant and Unavoidable (Class 
I) impact. While there are a lot of adjectives that can be used to describe the risk of crude oil rail 
transport, the CEQA determination sums up the potential impact quite well: Significant, as in an 
impact that exceeds an acceptable threshold; and Unavoidable, as in there isn’t anything feasible 
that can be done to reduce the impact to public safety to a level that would be acceptable to the 
public. 

24. The Rail Spur Project is Inconsistent with South County Coastal Area Plan 
The South County Coastal Area Plan (SCCAP) does not prohibit expansion of industrial uses at 
the SMR, although it describes the benefit provided by the existing buffer as “an area where 
wind-carried pollutants can be deposited on-site thereby not affecting neighboring properties.” 
The Rail Spur Project’s consistency with this policy of the South County Coastal Area Plan is 
discussed in Appendix G of the FEIR, which states that the Project may be potentially 
inconsistent with this policy as proposed alterations “would require an extension of industrial 
development into vacant areas that are recognized by the policy as providing a desirable buffer 
from adjacent uses.” The potential inconsistency is further discussed in detail in Section 4.8, 
Land Use and Recreation, of the FEIR and is based on the air quality analysis identified in EIR 
Section 4.3, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases. The potential health-related impacts generated 
by the Rail Spur Project would result in land use incompatibilities due to the increased health 
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risk associated with operation of the rail spur and diesel particulate matter emissions within the 
buffer area, and potential land use impacts would be significant and unavoidable (refer to Section 
4.8 of the FEIR). The analysis found that no other potential impacts associated with expansion 
into the buffer area would impact neighboring properties. 

While the FEIR discusses potential inconsistencies with applicable planning documents, the 
decision of whether a proposed project is consistent with a particular plan or policy must 
ultimately be made by the local decision-making body.  

The SCCAP requires that the development plan for any modification or expansion of the SMR 
include a phasing plan for the development that includes a site plan for the development and a 
time table for decommissioning, along with other requirements. This provision in the SCCAP 
references the Local Coastal Plan (LCP). A review of the LCP shows that in Policy1B, covering 
abandonment of Energy and Oil Facilities, it states that updating of standards should consider 
including revised requirements that operators submit an Abandonment and Restoration Plan 
within 60 days of permanently ceasing operations. The FEIR does provide an estimate of the 
timeline for decommissioning and abandonment of the Rail Spur Project. 

25. The Proposed Rail Spur Project is Incompatible with the Surrounding Area and in 
Particular the Residential Zoning 

Applicable zoning and land use standards associated with the Project Site, and the Rail Spur 
Project’s potential consistency with applicable standards and policies and neighboring residential 
and agricultural areas, are addressed in Section 4.8, Land Use and Recreation, and Appendix G 
of the RDEIR. As discussed in those sections, the proposed use is generally consistent with the 
Industrial zoning designation and existing operations at SMR.  

The Rail Spur Project would modify existing industrial refinery operations that have been 
ongoing at the Project Site since 1955. Therefore, it would not introduce a new industrial use in 
the area. The Rail Spur Project would not affect the amount (throughput volume) of material 
processed at the SMR, as these are capped by the County and San Luis Obispo Department of 
Planning and Building and the local APCD, and would not affect the existing processing 
methods utilized at the refinery. Although the Rail Spur Project would increase the transport of 
crude along the UPRR mainline routes, the addition of up to five trains per week would not 
constitute a change in existing use of that route, which currently transports crude oil, coke 
processed at the Santa Maria Refinery, and other hazardous materials.  

South County Area Plan: The South County Coastal Area Plan specifically identifies the 
undeveloped areas of the Project Site as providing a desirable buffer from the heavy industrial 
activities and more sensitive adjacent land uses. The rail spur extension would extend a total of 
approximately 1.3 miles (6,915 feet), including approximately 0.5 mile (2,445 feet) within the 
existing industrial coke area. This would result in an extension of industrial uses approximately 
0.85 mile into the undeveloped area in the eastern portion of the project site. The buffer between 
residential and recreational uses east of Highway 1 would be reduced from approximately 1.4 
miles to 0.6 mile. The rail spur extension would similarly reduce existing buffers between the 
industrial structures and agricultural crops located northeast and southeast of the project site. 
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The proposed unloading facility where all train cars carrying crude oil would be unloaded would 
be located entirely within the existing refinery area.  Therefore, the operational uses proposed in 
the area currently serving as an undeveloped buffer between adjacent land uses would be limited 
to the rail extension for the movement, staging and holding of train cars (both full and empty) 
and an emergency vehicle access road.  This area would also include safety lighting and fencing, 
and routine maintenance activities in this area.   

While the RDEIR discusses potential inconsistencies with applicable planning documents (see 
Appendix G), the decision of whether a proposed project is consistent with a particular plan or 
policy must ultimately be made by the local decision-making body.  Further and a more detailed 
analysis of the project’s consistency with the County’s Local Coastal Plan will be outlined in the 
staff report which will be available for review before the public hearing.   

26. The Rail Spur Project is Inconsistent with the Coastal Act and the County Coastal 
Zone Land Use Ordinance 

A preliminary consistency analysis between the proposed project and applicable County plans 
and policies is provided as Appendix G of the FEIR. The preliminary consistency analysis 
includes the San Luis Obispo County Coastal Plan Policies, the South County Coastal Area Plan, 
the Framework for Planning Coastal Zone, and the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance.  As 
shown in Appendix G the Rail Spur Project was found to be potentially inconsistent with a 
number of provisions and policies in various County planning documents.  

While the RDEIR discusses potential inconsistencies with applicable San Luis Obispo County 
planning documents, the decision of whether a proposed project is consistent with a particular 
plan or policy must ultimately be made by the local decision-making body. Further and a more 
detailed analysis of the project’s consistency with the County’s Local Coastal Plan will be 
outlined in the staff report which will be available for review before the public hearing.  

27. Trains Unloading at the Santa Maria Refinery would Create Unacceptable Noise 
Levels to the Surrounding Communities 

As part of the FEIR baseline noise levels were taken at various locations around the Santa Maria 
Refinery. In addition, noise monitoring was done during existing train activities on the Santa 
Maria Refinery site, taking advantage of the trains currently used to transport coke from the 
refinery.  In addition to this testing, the FEIR utilized extensive testing and modeling as 
developed and commonly used by the Federal Transportation Administration (FTA) in order to 
assess the potential noise impacts of the project.  The monitoring of the existing trains at the 
Santa Maria Refinery was conducted in order to assess the accuracy of the FTA models for this 
facility and arrangement.  The FEIR provides the estimated impacts and provides for mitigation 
to ensure that the noise levels will remain below the thresholds, including monitoring of the 
activities during the day and night. With the mitigation, hourly noise levels at the nearest 
sensitive receptors would increase by between 0.2 and 1.4 dBA during the day and by between 
0.8 and 3.6 dBA at night, which would be a less than significant impact. Note that these results 
do not indicate that the activities will not be heard, only that they will remain below the 
thresholds. 
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28. Emergency Response Capabilities at the Santa Maria Refinery and along the 
Mainline Rail Routes are Inadequate 

The FEIR contains mitigation measures (see Section 4.11, Public Services and Utilities, 
measures PS-3a to PS-3i) to ensure that the Santa Maria Refinery Fire Brigade and the Cal Fire 
resources are sufficient at the refinery before the project proceeds.  These include; 1) an updated 
Fire Protection Plan for the Rail Spur Project that meets all the applicable requirements of 
American Petroleum Institute (API), National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), Uniform Fire 
Code (UFC), and Cal Fire/County Fire;  2) an updated Emergency Response Plan to include the 
rail unloading facilities and operations; 3) an updated Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure Plan to include the rail unloading facilities and operations; 4) requirements that 
the Santa Maria Refinery fire brigade meets all the requirements outlined in Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration 29 CFR 1910.156, and NFPA 600 & 1081; 5) updated fire brigade 
staffing/training requirements and Cal Fire funding requirements; 6) funding of a qualified Cal 
Fire inspector to conduct the annual fire inspections at the Santa Maria Refinery; 7) funding of 
training for Cal Fire personnel, including field training, as per the Security and Emergency 
Response Training Center Railroad Incident Coordination and Safety (RICS) meeting 
Department of Homeland security, NIIMS, OSHA 29 CFR 1910.120 compliance.  These 
requirements would reduce the impacts of the rail spur project on fire resources at the Santa 
Maria Refinery to less than significant with mitigation (Class II). 

The SLO County Hazmat team is a multi-agency team including San Luis Obispo City, Arroyo 
Grande Fire, Paso Robles City, Atascadero Fire, San Luis Obispo County Environmental Health, 
and the California Men’s Colony.  The County Hazmat team’s responsibilities include 
responding to chemical, biological, and radiological accidents in addition to special training on 
equipment and procedures for use in responding to hazardous situations and would be available 
to respond to an emergency at the Santa Maria Refinery.  Mitigation measures PS-3g though PS-
3i (see Section 4.11, Public Services and Utilities) include training requirements that would 
enhance the response capabilities of both the Santa Maria Refinery fire brigade, Cal Fire, and 
other local fire department personnel.   

According to a recent analysis conducted by California State Office of Emergency Services, 
numerous local emergency response offices lack adequate resources to respond to oil by rail 
accidents. Many of these first responders are in rural areas and have little or no funding for 
firefighters and rely on volunteer firefighters. Many departments lack the necessary capacity to 
support a hazmat team to purchase or maintain necessary specialized vehicles and equipment, or 
to obtain training in the specialized areas of oil rail safety and flammable liquid, and their 
response time to significant oil by rail accident could be hours. Moreover, these small 
departments cannot rely on the assistance of larger, certified departments because those 
departments could be engaged in an incident locally and would be unavailable. 

There are gaps in local emergency response training, equipment, and planning capabilities 
needed to adequately prepare for oil by rail incidents. Emergency responders lack adequate 
training in the specialized areas of oil rail safety and flammable liquid, lack critical information 
needed to help plan for and respond to oil by rail incidents, including what resources railroads 
can provide in the event of an accident, and how they would respond to potential worst case 
scenarios. 
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Mitigation measures PS-4a though PS-4c (see Section 4.11, Public Service and Utilities) have 
been included in the FEIR to address the issues raised by the California State Office of 
Emergency Services. These mitigation measures include: 1) only rail cars designed to Option 1: 
PHMSA and FRA Designed Tank Car shall be allowed; 2) requires annual funding for first 
response agencies along the mainline rail routes; 3) requires annual emergency responses 
scenario/field based training; and 4) notification requirements. Even with the extensive 
mitigation requirement described above, impacts to fire protection and emergency response 
along the mainline rail routes would remain significant and unavoidable (Class I). 

29. The Traffic Intersection Analysis Under-Estimates the Number of Trains per day 
that Would Service the SMR 

The time for a unit train to make a full round trip between Canada and the SMR including 
loading and unloading time is estimated to be approximately four days. This means that three 
unit trains would need to be dedicated to the SMR rail service in order to allow for five train 
deliveries per week. In discussion with Phillips 66 and UPRR, the delivery of unit trains would 
be spaced out over the week, and under normal operations two trains would not be expected to be 
at the SMR at one time. It is possible that, due to bad weather or other mainline rail issues, a 
train could be delayed, which could result in a second train arriving at the SMR while another 
one is at the site unloading. However, this would not occur on a regular basis and would be an 
infrequent event. 

It would not be possible for four trains to be at the SMR at one time. The proposed facility has 
only been designed to handle a maximum of two trains at one time, and four trains is more than 
would be needed to service the project. Given that three trains would need to be dedicated to the 
project, it is highly unlikely that all three trains would arrive at the SMR on the same day. The 
analysis in Section 4.12, Traffic and Transportation, was based upon two at grade crossing per 
peak hour (one in the AM and one in the PM), which is a reasonable worst case assuming 250 
trains per year under normal operations. The intersection discussion focuses on the long-term 
impacts to at-grade intersections and, therefore, was based upon the normal operations of the unit 
trains.  

30. The EIR used the Wrong On-Time Performance Metric for Evaluating Impacts of 
Crude Oil Trains on Amtrak Passenger Trains 

The metrics used for the on-time performance of passenger trains is directly from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA). The actual departure time is only for the origin station, which is 
the station where the rail route begins. This data was used to be consistent with the requirement 
of the Federal Railroad Administration for determining on-time performance of passenger trains. 
The Federal Railroad Administration’s 80 percent goal for on-time arrival is calculated based 
upon the actual departure time from the originating station. This approach was used to allow for 
comparison to the Federal Railroad Administration’s on-time goal.  

As shown in Table 4.12.5 (see Section 4.12, Transportation and Circulation), the baseline on-
time performance of the Coast Starlight and Pacific Surfliner at the end point has been 80 percent 
or greater between April 2011 and March 2014. For the Pacific Surfliner, the on-time 
performance at all stations has been greater than 85 percent over the same period. The all station 
on-time performance of the Coast Starlight has been only 61.2 percent over the same period. The 
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significance criteria used in the analysis was “decrease the performance of public rail transit 
facilities to less than an 80 percent on-time performance at the end station, which is the 
acceptable level of service established by the Federal Railroad Administration for Amtrak trains” 
(see Section 4.12.3). 

As discussed in the FEIR, FRA quarterly reports show that for the period between April 2011 
and March 2014 that approximately 20 percent of the delay minutes for the Pacific Surfliner 
were on UPRR track. The remaining 80 percent occurred on BNSF, Southern California Railroad 
Authority (SCRRA), and San Diego Northern Railroad (SDNRR) track (21 percent were on 
SCRRA track in Los Angeles, 29 percent were on BNSF track in Los Angeles/Orange Counties, 
and 30 percent were on SDNRR track in San Diego). As can be seen in Figure 4.12-4 of the 
FEIR, 50 percent of the track miles for the Pacific Surfliner are on UPRR track, 27 percent are 
on SCRRA track, 6 percent are on BNSF track, and 17 percent are on SDNRR track. This data 
would tend to indicate that travel on the UPRR mainline track is not the major cause of delay for 
the Pacific Surfliner, which is the track that would be used to deliver crude to the SMR. 

A conservative assumption would be to assume that the addition of five crude oil unit trains per 
week to this portion of the Coast Line would double the delay times associated with freight train 
interference, routing, and slow order delays for the Coast Starlight on this section of the route. 
Based upon this assumption, the delay minutes would increase from approximately 0.5 percent to 
1 percent for the entire Coast Starlight route between San Diego and San Luis Obispo based 
upon the delay minutes provided by the FRA in the quarterly Amtrak performance reports. 

An analysis of the FRA quarterly Amtrak performance reports from April 2011 through March 
2014 for the Pacific Surfliner shows that increasing delay minutes typically results in a decrease 
in the OTP at the train endpoint. While the data is not linear, in the vicinity of the average for the 
period stated above, an increase of 102 delay minutes per 10,000 train miles would decrease the 
OTP at the end station by approximately 1 percent. A 0.5 percent increase in delay minutes due 
to the crude oil trains would increase the average delay minutes per 10,000 train miles by 
approximately 26 minutes, which is small enough that it would not be expected to affect the end 
point OTP of the Pacific Surfliner. 
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Name Code 
Governmental Agencies 

Berkeley (City of) BERK 
CAL Fire San Luis Obispo CFIRE 
California Coastal Commission CCC 
California Department of Fish & Wildlife CF&W 
Davis (City of) DAVIS 
Department of Transportation DOT 
Placer County Air Pollution Control District PCAPCD 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments SACOG 
Sacramento Metro Air Quality Management District SMAQMD 
San Luis Obispo (City of) SLO 
San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District SLOAPCD 
San Luis Obispo Council of Governments SLOCOG 
Santa Barbara County SBC 
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District SBCAPCD 
South Coast Air Quality Management District SCAQMD 
State Clearing House Office of Planning & Research OPR 
U.S. Department of Fish and Wildlife USF&W 
Ventura County Air Pollution Control District VCAPCD 

Applicant 
Alston & Byrd AB 
Phillips 66 P66 

Organizations and Schools 
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo Attorneys at Law ABJC 
Ardent Companies ARDC 
Arroyo Grande Grover Beach Chamber of Commerce AGGB 
Benicia Fabrication and Machine BF&M 
Bermingham Controls Inc. BCI 
BMI-PacWest BMI 
California Native Plant Society CNPS 
California Nurses Association CAN 
Coastal San Luis Resource Conservation District CSLRCD 
Communities for a Better Environment, Sierra Club, ForestEthics, Center for 
Biological Diversity 

CBE 

Cool Davis COOL 
Cuesta College CC 
Greysam GREY 
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J.H. Edwards Company JHEC 
KM Industrial Services KMIS 
Los Padres Fire Protection Inc. LPFP 
Lucia Mar Unified School District LMUSD 
Margarita Proud MP 
Mesa Refinery Watch Group MRWG 
MISTRAS MISTRAS 
Natural Resources Defense Council NRDC 
Nipomo Chamber of Commerce NCC 
People of Faith for Justice PFJ 
Preferred Power Solutions Inc. PPS 
Sacramento350 350SAC 
San Luis Personnel Services SLPS 
Santa Barbara County Action Network SBCAN 
Santa Maria Valley Railroad Company SMVRC 
Sierra Club Santa Lucia Chapter SCSLC 
So Cal Against Tar Sands TAR 
South County Advisory Council SCAC 
Structural Group Inc. SGI 
Union Pacific Rail Road UPRR 

General Public 
Abrahams Joseph AGI 
Adrianson Wes ADW 
agaela@yahoo.com AGA 
Aguilar Jorge and Sandy AGJ 
Akel Martin AKM 
Akel Myra AKE 
Allen Sue ALS 
Anderson Carmen ANC 
Anderson Garrett ANG 
Anderson Jim ANJ 
Anderson John ANR 
Anderson Karen ANK 
Andrews George AGH 
Anonymous ANON 
Applegate Gail APG 
Arias Guillermo ARG 
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Bailey Roger C BAR 
Bailey Wanda Lee BAW 
Bailey William  BAI 
Barnett Douglas BAD 
Beal Marcus  BEM 
Beety Nina BEN 
Bell Susan BES 
Bender Simon BENS 
Bennett Bruce BEB 
Bennett Jay BEJ 
Bennett Leslie V. BEL 
Berman Dan BED 
Bernstein David BERN 
Berstein Judith BERJ 
Black Nancy BLN 
Blandford Daniel BLD 
Bookless Vicki BOV 
Bottom Karen BOK 
Brake William BRW 
Brems Sandra BRS 
Brill Jack BRI 
Broadwater David BRD 
Brown Christopher BRC 
Bruno Jeff BRJ 
Burke Frances BUF 
Burr Barbara BUB 
Buttram Stuart BUS 
Cameron Don CAD 
Cameron Pam CAP 
Carter Joan CAJ 
Carter Kit CAK 
Chaubet Ken CHK 
Cherski Ben CHB 
Chunn Jacsohn CHJ 
Clark Leah CLL 
Cobey John COY 
Connolly Phyllis COP 
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Cooledge Joseph T. COJ 
Cooper Laura COL 
Cosio Barb COB 
Cyr Tom CYT 
Darden Joanna DAA 
David Joseph DAV 
Davidson Charles DAC 
Davies Bill and Phyllis DAB 
Davis Charles DAVC 
Davis John DAJ 
Davis Katie DAK 
Davis Nancy DAN 
Dawson Maggie DAM 
Dbmjmay DBMJ 
Debritz Dennis DED 
Deel Barbara DEB 
Del Castillo David DEC 
Del Linda DEL 
Deneen William DEW 
DiSalvo Heidi DIH 
DiSalvo Scott DIS 
Dobbe Cees DOC 
Dolinsky Howard DOH 
Doran Al DOA 
DuBow Steve (and Sandy) DUS 
Dudley Carl DUC 
Dunlap Pamela DUP 
Dyer Michael DYM 
Dyess Laura DYA 
Dykuran Laura DYL 
Edmun Jacob EDMJ 
Edwards Jean EDJ 
Edwards Lauren EDL 
Eineman Glen EIG 
Eldredge Paula ELP 
Elliott Michael ELM 
Emmons Kay EMK 
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Euzent Vivian EUV 
Evans Peter EVP 
Fanello Michael FAN 
Farnsworth Mark FAM 
Fass Stephen FAS 
Fialkowski Deborah FID 
Fibich Terry FIT 
Fisher Perky FIP 
Fisher Stanley FIS 
Flores Yanira FLY 
Foppiano Billy FOB 
Fox Jim and Maura FOJ 
Franke Rebecca FRR 
Freeman Judy FRJ 
Frey Nicholas FRN 
Frommelt Don FRD 
Futrell Sherrill FUS 
Garcia Kedrine GAK 
Garcia-Inchausti Linda GAL 
Garratt Jenny GAJ 
Garratt Mary GAM 
Garratt Paul GAP 
Garratt Ray GAR 
Garratt Tom GAT 
Garth David GAD 
Garza Linda and Michael GAZ 
Gates Kat GAA 
Gervais Steve GES 
Giangreco Anita and Tom GIA 
Gilchrist Jim GIJ 
Gilchrist Karen GIK 
Gillette Garry GIG 
Goldrup Beverly J. GOB 
Gorth Donald GOD 
Granbery Paul and Claire GRP 
Greening Eric GRE 
Greenwald Sara GRS 
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Groot Henriette GRH 
Gurreau Yule GUY 
Gutierrez Kerstin GUK 
Guzman Carmen GUC 
Hafemeister David HAF 
Hafemeister Gina HAG 
Hagstrom Judith HAJ 
Haines Patricia HAP 
Hall Caroline HAO 
Hamilton Ted HAT 
Hammond Ridge HAM 
Hanna Jeffrey HAA 
Hansen Cindy HAN 
Hardin Joseph & Christine HAC 
Harlan Kevin HAR 
Harmon Heidi HAH 
Hart Dave HAD 
Harvey Kent and Kathy HAK 
Hedges Amy HEA 
Heller Lee HEL 
Hencier James and Leah HEJ 
Herbek Helen HER 
Herbon Art HEB 
Herbon Jamie HEO 
Herrera Kristen HEK 
Herrera Vince HEV 
Hester Hannah HEH 
Hicks Cindy HIC 
Hinson Paul HIP 
Hinson Stephanie HIS 
Hirsch Alan HIA 
Hohnbaum Roger and Sally HOR 
Holliday Istar HOI 
Holtz Connie and Dennis HOD 
Hoylman Rochelle and Walt HOW 
Hubbard Mont HUM 
Huey Clinton HUC 
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Hunt Patricia HUP 
Hunt Richard HUR 
Hurlburt Gayle HUG 
Ikeda Tom IKT 
ikirsch@aol.com IKI 
Iwrey Karen IWK 
j@jlowell.com JLO 
Jaber David JAD 
Jackman Jean JAJ 
Johnson Marcia and Dale JOM 
Jozwiak Jennifer JOJ 
Jurogs Timothy JUT 
Justesen Evy JUE 
Juvet Mike JUM 
kaforrest@earthlink.net KAF 
Kainz Jim KAI 
Kandel Jerry KAN 
Kandel Jo-Ann KAJ 
Kaub Brian and Debbie KAB 
Kaufman Donna KAD 
Kaye Eunice KAE 
Kennedy Bill KEB 
Kennedy Cynthia M. KEC 
Killackey James KIA 
Kim Jennifer KIJ 
Kimmelman Lawrence N. KIL 
King Billie KIB 
King Eunice KIE 
King Tom and Eunice KIG 
Kirkpatrick Claudia KIC 
Kitcho Catherine KIH 
kith@spicejar.org KIT 
Kitz Nancy KIN 
Klein Samantha KLS 
Kliesch Irene KLI 
Knowles Aisha KNA 
Kopp Kristen KOK 
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Kraft Walter KRW 
Kraus Nancy G. KRN 
Krich Claudia KRC 
Lacki Donna LAD 
Lacki Steve LAS 
LaedyRose@care2.com LAR 
Landers Ethel M. LAN 
Lang Judy LAJ 
Lara C.R. LAC 
Lasensky Elizabeth LAE 
Lathrop Myra LAM 
Leach Robert LER 
Legg Blandford Dawn LED 
Lemire-Elmore Domini LEM 
Leonard Margery LEO 
LeQuesne Theo LET 
Liechty Pam LIP 
Litman Laurie LIL 
Lombardi Kimball LOK 
Lombardi Marna LOM 
Longden Claretta J. LON 
Longden Roger LOR 
Lopes James LOJ 
Lopez Chris LOC 
Lubensky Jack LUJ 
Luschei Martin LUS 
Lussier Eileen LUE 
Lussier Michael LUM 
Lynn Doug LYD 
Madden Mike and Jeanne MAM 
Magness Elaine MAG 
Maier Virginia MAV 
Malis Eva MAE 
Malone Hal MAO 
Malone Paula MAP 
Mantilla Daniela MAL 
Markus David and Margie MAD 
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Markus Margie  MAI 
Martin Christina MAH 
Martin Dan MAA 
Martin Don MAT 
Martini Carol MAC 
Mathes Paula MAS 
Mathes Richard A. MAR 
Mauger Jack MAJ 
Mauter Nancy MAN 
McCarthy Kevin J. MCC 
McClain Tanner MCT 
McCurdy Mike MCM 
McKible Gary MCG 
McKible Ronda MCR 
McLemore Raleigh MCL 
Mendoza Abel MEA 
Midling Peggy MIP 
Miller Alan C. MIA 
Miller Jean MIJ 
Miller Patricia MIL 
Miskolczi Gizella MIG 
Mittler Jan MIT 
Modafferi Dorothy MOD 
Mori Brett MOB 
Morin Elaine MOE 
Morreale Peter MOP 
Morris Franklin H. MOF 
Morris Joe MOJ 
Mueller Robert MUR 
Munak Pearl MUP 
Murphy Stacy MUS 
Murray Jim MUJ 
Murray Liz MUL 
Nefcy Tommy NET 
Neiswender Kate M. NEK 
Nelson Lydia NEL 
Nelson Michael NEM 
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Nelson Rosemary NER 
Nemetz Gary & Christi NEG 
Nestor Nikki NEN 
Neu James NEJ 
Nichole Lauren NIC 
Nickelson Nipomo Resident-1 NIR 
Nickelson Nipomo Resident-2 NID 
Nittler Lynne NIL 
Nord Joel NOJ 
Norman and Corinne (last name not provided) NOCO 
Nurock Wendy S. NUW 
O'Connell John P. OCJ 
O'Leary-Reiff Michele E. OLM 
Orton A. ORA 
Owens-Martinez Jan OMJ 
Pardo Carolina PAC 
Parker Elizabeth PAE 
Pastrana Abi PAA 
Pax Steven PAS 
Pease Andy PEN 
Peck Penny PEP 
pedelforge@gmail.com PED 
Pedroni Andrew PEA 
Pelkey James and Janet PEJ 
Perkins Lee PEL 
Perry Tom and Vicki PET 
Peterson Soeun PES 
Phipps John PHJ 
Phipps Sheila PHS 
Pillsbury Carol PIC 
Plant Pennie Opal PLP 
Pontac Ellen POE 
Presley Laura PRE 
Pressman Lauren PRS 
Pretto Nancy PRN 
Price Laurie PRL 
Progressive25@earthlink.net - Anonymous PRO 
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Prola Diana PRD 
Prola Jim PRJ 
Pyburn Susan PYS 
Ragan Wendy RAW 
Randall Jennifer RAJ 
Randall Mark (and Ewing Elizabeth) RAM 
Rands Janice RAN 
Rea Paul REP 
Reinheimer Alice REI 
Remmers Alvin and Barnhart Diane REA 
Reynolds Linda REL 
Rheaume Pauline RHE 
Rhodes Pam and Wright Michael RHP 
Richards Judy RIJ 
Rincon Augie RIA 
Rippner Sharon A. RIS 
Rubba Johanna RUJ 
Rubin Donna RUB 
Rubin Steven P. RUS 
Ruiz-Duran Elsa RUI 
Ruszel Edward P. RUE 
Rutherford Don RUD 
Ryan Gail RYA 
Ryan Greg RYG 
Ryan Thomas M. RYT 
Rynning Peter RYP 
Saltoun Samuel SAS 
Savageau Ann SAA 
Schmeiss Reinhard and Karin SCR 
Schmidt Amanda SCA 
Schneiderman Michele SCM 
Schneiderman William L. SCW 
Schumann Ellen SCE 
Schwake Henry SCH 
Schwake Suzanne and Henry SCZ 
Schwaller Greg and Laurie SCG 
Schwartz Pete SCP 
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Scott Sabra SCS 
Scruggs Ted SCT 
Seffens Patricia and Gassman David SEP 
Segor Mike SEM 
Shinderman Laurance SHL 
Shutz John SHJ 
Sidun Patrick SIP 
Siegel Martha SIE 
Simon Sandy SIM 
Singer Sue SIS 
Sinh Jennifer SIJ 
Sletteland Holly SLH 
Smelt Cheryl SME 
Smith Robert SMR 
Smyth Catriona Jeanne SMC 
Snook Brad SNB 
Souza Stephen and Linda SOS 
Sponaugle Ronald and Nancy SPR 
Stefenel Rudy STR 
Stepkowski Kathryn STK 
Stock Wendy STW 
Stolpman Paul STP 
Stork Gilbert H. STG 
Swaim Robert and June SWR 
Sweet Douglas F. SWD 
Sweet Nancy SWN 
Tacker Julie TAJ 
Taylor Jim TAM 
TBlakeDBond@aol.com TBL 
Thompson Jeffrey THJ 
Thompson Lawrence THL 
Tiffany Sandra and Michael TIS 
tinamarnold@gmail.com TIN 
Toti Rachelle TOR 
Townsend Elaine TOE 
Traversaro John TRJ 
Traversaro Marcia TRM 
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Turner Justin TUJ 
Vance Unique VAU 
Ver West James L. VEJ 
Versaw Larry and Arlene VEL 
Wagman Bill WAB 
Wagstaff Ken WAK 
Walcott Don WAD 
Wallace John WAJ 
Wallace Margaret WAM 
Wamsley Bonnie WAS 
Weininger Gail WEG 
Weiss Susan WES 
Weitz Daniel WED 
Weitz Lorraine WEL 
Welchert Alice WEA 
Wheeler Cyndi WHC 
Wheeler Gregory W WHG 
Willhoit Richard J. WIL 
Williams Jennifer WIJ 
Williams Sylvia WIS 
Williams Weston L. WIW 
Williams Yvonne WIY 
Wilvert Calvin WIC 
Wishner Richard WII 
Witt Rose Ann WIR 
Wolff Robert WOR 
Woodson Dan WOD 
Wooldridge John WOJ 
Young Michael YOM 
Zajac Peter ZAP 
Zehnder Tom ZET 
This table does not include a listing of the form letters since a number of the form letters were not 
signed, or did not have a name. 

 


